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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Ir 1s uNDERstoop that the Lord Chancellor will continue to sit 
with Court of Appeal, No. 2, until Lord Justice Baceattay has 
completely recovered from his illness. 





THERE was hardly any need to contradict the silly rumour which 
prevailed last week that Vice-Chancellor Bacon intended to resign 
his seat on the bench at the end of the present sittings. The 
learned judge, having triumphantly through his cold, has 
returned to work full of vigour and vivacity; and at eighty-seven 
years of age displays a freshness of spirits not possessed by many 
of his sedate, though juvenile, colleagues. Long may he live to 
enliven the dreary Chancery bench. 





Tue cry is yet they come. Lord Hatssvry, in the course of his 
five months of office, had already added fifteen names to the 
lengthy list of Queen’s Counsel, and now we have a new batch, 
consisting of the gentlemen whose names and dates of call to the 
bar are given below:—One member of the Equity Bar, Mr. 
Witu1am Sprep, 1839; one member of the South Wales Circuit, 
Mr. Bznsamin Francis Wriurams, 1867; one niember of the 
Western Circuit, Mr. Gzorcz Pirr-Lewis, 1870; and one member 
of the Oxford Circuit, Mr. Cuartes Jonn Dartine, 1874. 





_ CompLamnts ARE RIFE of delays in the Paymaster’s office. It 
is said that whereas, formerly, when a solicitor went to pay money 
into court at the Bank of England in the City, he could procure 
in aday or two at the report office in Chancery-lane the certificates 
of payment in; now, although a branch of the Bank of England is 
situate in the Royal Courts, close to the filing office, a solicitor who 
pays money into court at the branch bank has to wait a fort- 
night before he gets his office copy receipt. It is also stated that 
money paid into the bank is not posted in the Paymaster’s books 
to the proper credit until the lapse of some days after payment in. 
This apparently arises from arrears in book-keeping, consequent 
upon the want of an adequate staff in the Paymaster’s office. The 
attention of the authorities should be directed to a state of things 
which is likely to cause much dissatisfaction. 





Ir WILL BE OBSERVED on reference to the order for transfer of 
causes to Mr. Justice Nortn, which we print elsewhere, that the 





causes selected are taken from far down in the lists of the several 
judges from whom they are transferred. This will have the effect ef | 
materially advancing the time for hearing those cases which are | 
pheot early in the order of transfer; more » om as Mr. | 
ustice Norra has exhausted the greater part of the list with | 
which he commenced the sittings, so far as the cases have been | 
ready for hearing. That such orders of transfer should be) 
published at as early a date as possible, is most important, as the 
preparation of briefs requires time, and the choice of leading | 
counsel is exceptionally limited at the present time, owing to their | 


WE REMARKED, a fortnight ago, that on applications for relief 
against inadvertent infringements of the provisions of the Corrupt 
Practices Act, it was probable that, if a petition was threatened, 
the court would adjourn the application, and, if a petition was 
actually presented, would refer the application to the election 
court. On Monday last, on an application under section 20 of the 
Municipal Elections (Corrupt Practices) Act, 1884, the Divisional 
Court of the Queen’s Bench Division adopted this course. Counsel 
applied, on behalf of a candidate at the recent London School 
Board election, for a remedial order in respect of certain illegal 
practices inadvertently committed. The application was opposed 
on behalf of an unsuccessful candidate who, it was stated, 
intended to present an election petition based on the illegal 
practices to which the application related and on other grounds, 
and the court postponed the application until the question arose 
on the petition. It seems to us that a consideration of the course 
adopted in the recent case will be likely to lessen considerably the 
crop of applications for remedial orders relating to illegal practices 
committed in connection with the forthcoming parliamentary 
election, so far, at least, as concerns illegal practices avoiding an 
election. An application for relief in respect of such practices is a 
tolerably direct incentive to a petition. 





Tue poutine Days both for boroughs and counties have been long 
ago in many cases provisionally fixed, but it is as well to point out 
that any fixtures made before the receipt of the writ for election, 
however convenient in ice, have no legal force whatever, and 
new formal fixtures will have to be made in accordance with the 
Ballot Act, as pointed out by the Ist schedule to that Act. By 
rule 1 of the schedule “the returning officer shall, in the case of a 
county election, within two days after the day on which he 
receives the writ, and in the case of a borough election, on the day 
on which he receives the writ or the following day,” give public 
notice of the day and place of election, and of the day of poll, if 
any. By rule 2 the day of election is to be, in counties, not later 
than the ninth day after the day on which the writ is received, and 
in boroughs not later than the fourth day after such day. By rule 
14 ‘the poll shall take place on such day as the returning officer 
may appoint, not being in counties less than two, nor more than 
six, clear days, and in boroughs more than three clear days, after 
the day fixed for the election.” A very important distinction is 
drawn in the Redistribution Act between elections for the divisions 
of the newly-divided boroughs and elections for the divisions of 
counties. The elections for the divisions of counties and for the 
divisions of boroughs are to be alike conducted as if each division 
were a separate constituency (see sections 9 and 13 of the Act) ; 
but while it is expressly provided by section 8, sub-section 4, of the 
Act that the polls for each division of a divided borough are to be 
taken on the same day, there is no such provision as to the divisions 
of counties, and the effect of the direction of section 9, sub-section 
3, that the proceedings shall be conducted in the same manner as 
if each division were a separate constituency, as read with the 
Ballot Act, is that there may be, in counties having four divisions 
or less, as many polling days as there are divisions. Among the 
English counties lovlan more divisions than four are York, which 
has 26 divisions; and Lancaster, which has 23. 





Ir HAs BEEN ANNouNcED that the Home Secretary has given 


orders that the convict Sreap shall, for the remainder of his term 


“‘ semi-public”” engagements. In consequence of the numerous | of imprisonment, be treated as a first-class misdemeanant. We 


postponements of cases in the former 


list of Mr. Justice Norru, | are a little puzzled in trying to discover the source from which the 


some of the transferred cases actually appeared in yesterday’s , Home Office ukase derives its authority. The law of “ misde- 


(Friday’s) paper. The result of this must have been 
inconvenience to the solicitors engaged in those cases. 


extreme | meanants of the first division” is contained in the 67th section of 
_ the Prison Act, 1865, as amended by one or two sections of the Prison 
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Act, 1877. By section 67 of the Act of 1865, ‘‘ prisoners convicted 
of misdemeanor, and not sentenced to hard labour, shall be divided 
into at least two divisions, one of which shall be called the first 
division ; and whenever any person convicted of misdemeanor is 
sentenced to imprisonment without hard labour, it shall be lawful 
Sor the court or judge before whom such person has been tried to 
order, if such court or judge think fit, that such person shall be 
treated as a misdemeanant of the first division, and a misdemean- 
ant of the first division shall not be deemed to be a criminal 
prisoner.” By section 40 of the Act of 1877, ‘‘the Prison Com- 
missioners shall see that any prisoner” convicted of sedition shall 
be treated as a misdemeanant of the first division; and by section 
41 of the same Act there is a similar direction as to persons con- 
vieted for contempt of court, without any reference to the Prison 
Commissioners. By sections 24, 25, 38, and 39 of the Act of 
1877 the Secretary of State has power to make rules as te the 
treatment of unconvicted prisoners, of which matters the selection 
of first-class misdemeanants is notone. The only question therefore 
is, whether the 67th section of the Act of 1865 limits the selection 
of first-class misdemeanants to those persons selected by the judge 
in passing sentence, as pointed out by the latter part of the section, 
er whether it also impliedly gives a power to some other person 
to select further persons whom the judge has passed over. That 
the section will bear the latter interpretation it is impossible to 
deny ; but we think it matter of regret that this novel dispensing 
power should not have been given to the Secretary of State in 
mote express terms. The announcement which appeared in 
Thursday’s papers, that the mitigation of the sentence was made 
“with the concurrence of the judge before whom the case was 
tried,” seems to indicate that the Home Secretary has not been 
without doubt as to his power. 





Mr. Grnazp B. Frxcu, the new law lecturer at Queen’s College, 
Cambridge, has just published a striking inaugural lecture, 
in which he deals generally with the educational capabilities 
of law as a study, deducing them from the various bear- 
ings and features of law which he passes in review. Its human 
interest, its historical connections, its ethical element, and its 
logical processes are shown to combine in presenting a subject- 
matter which satisfies the requirements of a good education; while 
the practical importance of developing the science of law further 
commends the cultivation of the subject to the University. The 
lecturer next points out how the study may be pursued with a 
practical or professional aim, and with a good professional result, 
without neglecting any of the elements which give it a general 
educational value. With regard to comparative jurisprudence, and 
generally the historical connections of law, his suggestion is that 
these may be introduced into the study of the laws of England. 
He leaves us somewhat in doubt whether his scheme for a course 
of legal study includes the general history of legal institutions 
on the comparative method. Assuming that it does not, yet 
it will furnish the student in a knowledge of English law with 
valuable material towards the wider historical inquiry. And, 
indeed, many points of general jurisprudence and comparative law 
would by a judicious teacher be brought incidentally into 
a course of merely English law without deviating from the 
direct, perhaps not even from the practical or professional, 
swe of his lectures. Mr. Frxcu proposes to deal with English 
aw chiefly by a study of cases, to be supplemented by general 
disquisitions, and he insists with justice that working by reported 
cases has several advantages over the method of lectures alone. 
It exhibits law constantly in relation to specific facts; accustoms 
the mind to marshalling of reasons, rules, considerations, and 
principles, giving each their relative moment and true extent, and 
ascertaining which will be paramount in particular states of facts. 
Finally, the lecturer proposes to introduce one very practical 
matter into his teaching—the cultivation of the faculty of speech 
ip his pupils. To this there seems only one objection, the time 
of the lecturer. Probably it will be found that professors and 
teachers of law can work more conveniently towards assisting 
= in ready ~~ omg sxeeking, by the encouragement of 
ebating societies maki eir lectures to an 

Ls y g y extent 





HEARING JV CAMERA. 


Tue Court of Appeal on Wednesday, in Mellor v. Thompson (re. 
ported elsewhere), established an important point of practice, by 
deciding that in a new class of cases the court has jurisdiction to 
hear a case in camerd, although one of the parties refuses to consent 
to that course. Since Ogle v. Brandling (2 Russ. & My. 638) it 
has, of course, been clearly settled that cases relating to wards of 
court will be heard in private, notwithstanding one of the parties 
may have refused his consent. A like course is pursued in cases 
affecting lunatics ; and the practice of the old ecclesiastical courts 
in this respect is continued by the Divorce Division. There have, 
however, been very few, if any, other cases in which an application 
that a case should be heard in private has been granted against the 
wish of the other party, but suggestions have been, from time to 
time, thrown out by judges that another class of cases should be 
added to the exceptions to the general rule against hearing in 
camera. 

In Andrew v. Raeburn (22 W. R. 564, L. R. 9 Ch. 522) 

an application for an interlocutory injunction to restrain the pub- 
lication of certain letters had been heard by Vice-Chancellor Bacon 
in private, against the wish of the defendant. On appeal, it was 
strongly urged that the same course should be pursued, but the 
court refused to hear the case in private. Lord Cairns, however, 
intimated that if the hearing in public would have caused “an 
entire destruction of the whole matter in dispute,” he would have 
desired to consider “‘ whether it is consistent with the practice of 
the court to hear it in private without the consent of both parties.” 
In Nagle-Gillman vy. Christopher (L. R. 4 Ch. D. 173) the late 
Master of the Rolls said that ‘the High Court of Justice had no 
power to hear cases in private, even with the consent of the parties,” 
save in cases affecting lunatics or wards of court; and certain 
divorce cases; and also ‘“‘ where a public trial would defeat the 
object of the action.” In Badische Anilin und Soda Fabrik v. 
Levinstein (31 W. R. 913, L. R. 24 Ch. D. 156), the action was 
brought to restrain the infringement of a patent, and the defendant 
objected to answer any questions put to him in cross-examination 
which would have the effect of disclosing the secret process by 
which he conducted his operations; but he subsequently 
elected to disclose his secret process, and Mr. Justice 
Pearson then permitted: the hearing to be continued in camerd 
for three days, the reporters as well as the public being 
excluded. It does not appear whether the plaintiffs consented 
to this course, but it is plain that in allowing the hearing to 
proceed in private, the learned judge proceeded on a somewhat 
liberal interpretation of the suggestion in Andrew v. Raeburn. In 
his judgment he said that if the defendant were called upon “to 
state in open court what that secret process was, it might turn 
ont eventually, if I should come to the conclusion that the patent 
was bad, and if I called upon him then to state to the public a secret 
which he ought to be at liberty to confine within his own breast, 
that I might do him irreparable mischief.” 
In Mellor v. Thompson the appeal was from an injunction 
restraining a solicitor from disclosing matters which had been 
communicated to him in that character by a client. The plaintiff 
asked that the appeal might be heard in camerd, on the ground 
that if it were heard in open court the very object of the injunc- 
tion would be frustrated. The defendant refused to consent to 
this course, but the Court of Appeal permitted the hearing 
to take place in private. The exception to the general rule thus 
established is obviously a reasonable one, and there is no reason 
to suppose that it is likely to be abused. The court in such 
cases acts, as Lord Brougham said in Ogle v. Brandling, upon 
the responsibility of counsel, who give to the judge an assurance 
that a private hearing is proper. 








In a case of Pilley v. The Land Investment Company, befote 
Mr. Justice North on Saturday last, counsel applied to his lordship 
that the action might stand over to the 30th of November, as 
there was every prospect of the parties coming to a compromise. 
Mr. Justice North said he should not grant the application, 
whatever might be the reason for it, as parties to other actions 
might be greatly embarrassed by such a course; what he would 





do would be to let the case go to the bottom of the list. 
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WHAT IS “A CONTRARY INTENTION” 
UNDER THE TWENTY-FOURTH SEC- 
TION OF THE WILLS ACT? 


Tue recent case of In re Portal & Lamb (33 W. R. 859, L. R. 
30 Ch. D. 50) affords some help in solving the question, what is 
“a contrary intention ’’ under section 24 of the Wills Act? But, 
before referring to the decision in the case, it may be well to 
attempt to extract the principles laid down in the earlier cases 
bearing upon the question involved. 

In order to interpret a will the court must place itself in the 
position of the testator ; in other words, it must learn all the facts 
in the testator’s knowledge relating to the objects and subject- 
matter of the gifts contained in his will; it must ascertain what 
were the meanings habitually attached by him or the public to the 
descriptions of the persons or things mentioned in his will. Ex- 
trinsic evidence may be adduced for either of the purposes mentioned 
above, but not for any other purpose except in the case of 
om, a case which we do not intend to discuss in this 
article. 

Generally speaking, the meaning of a man’s language depends 
upon his position at the time of using it, but the Wills Act (1 
Vict. c. 26), s. 24, provides that every will made after 1837 


“shall be construed, with reference to the real and personal estate 
comprised in it, to speak and take effect as if it had been executed 
immediately before the death of the testator, unless a contrary intention 
shall appear by the will.” 


The question therefore arises, Are we in construing wills made 
after 1837 to consider the facts existing, or the meanings habitually 
attached to the language of the testator, at the time when he made 
his will, or at the time of his death ? 

Confining our attention to the subject-matter of the gifts, it will 
be observed that there are two different manners of describing a 
thing. It may be described either in specific or in general terms. 


In both cases the description, when construed with reference to the 
position of the testator at the time of making his will, sufficiently 
describes the same thing. Where a thing is described specifically, 


no change of facts can alter the meanings of the words employed— 
the words denote some particular thing, and they are incapable of 
denoting any other; but where a thing is described in general 
terms, the case is different—the thing is described by reference toa 
class—the meanings of the words when used by the testator at the 
date of his will may denote one member of that class, and the same 
words when used by the testator immediately before his death may, 
owing to the change in his circumstances, denote a different 
member of the class. 

Examples will render this clearer ; consider the case of a specific 
description, as ‘the clock given tome on my marriage,” ‘my 
£1,000 Consols.” No changes in the position of the testator can 
alter the meanings of these words. In a case of this nature it is 
immaterial whether we consider the state of facts at the time of 
making the will or of the testator’s death ; subject to the remark 
that, if the testator has parted wholly or ially with the thing 
described specifically, the gift is wholly or partially adeemed. 

Let us now consider an example of a general description :—“ All 
the Consols that I possess,”’ ‘‘ My house.” Here the meanings of the 
words may change from time to time as the testator buys or sells 
Consols, or if he sells bis house and acquires another. At the time 
when he made his will the meaning of ‘‘ my Consols” would, if he 
possessed £1,000 Consols, be the same as in the former case, the 
difference being that whether the testator buys or sell Consols the 
description in the general form remains always applicable. In 
cases of this nature there is nothing in the will to prevent our 
applying the section, and we therefore have to consider the state 
of facts at the time of the testator’s death; all the Consols then 
belonging to him, be they more or less than those that he possessed 
at the time of making his will, will pass. 

It must be remembered that as a testator can only dispose of his 
own property, unless by the exercise of a power, the use of the 
word “my” does not render the description specific. 

The most important difference between gifts falling under one or 
other of these two classes is where the testator sells the subject- 
matter of the gift, and afterwards purchases something which 
appears to satisfy the words of the will. Where the gift is specific, 


the new thing purchased cannot be what was intended by the 
testator, so that thee is sufficient expression of a ‘contrary 
intention ” to exclude the operation of the section, and the thing 
newly purchased does not pass. Where the gift is general, there is 
nothing to exclude the operation of the section, so that the thing 
newly purchased passes. 

The distinction tetween the two classes of cases is discussed by 
Wood, V.C., in his judgment in Re Gibson (L. R. 2 Eq., at pp. 672, 
673), where he says: ‘‘Where you findamerespecific thing, incapable 
of increase or diminution, in existence at the date of the will, but not 
in existence at the time of the testator’s death, there is a sufficient 
indication upon the will of the ‘ con intention’ to which section 
24 refers to prevent the operation of the rule which makes the 
will speak from the death of the testator. Where there 
is a distinct reference to a distinct and specific thing, and not to a 
genus, there is sufficient indication of a ‘contrary intention’ to 
exclude the operation of the 24th section, and limit the operation 
of the will to the state of facts existing at the date of the will.” 

The distinction that we have attempted to draw between specific 
and general gifts, where the meaning of the words depends upon 
the position of the testator, is most difficult to grasp. Perhaps the 
following remarks may render it more clear. Every description 
which does not contain an express reference to time, or does not 
describe a thing by name, is capable of denoting different things at 
different times. Where the description is general—as ‘‘my 
Consols” or ‘‘ my house ’’—the testator has used language which 
will always be applicable to the Consols or house that he owns; 
but where the description is specific, and the thing as described is 
incapable of change, the case is different. If the testator parts 
with ‘“ my £1,000 Consols,” or with “‘my house, No. 2, Grosvenor- 
square,” he may, it is true, at the time of his death possess £1,000 
Consols or a different house in Grosvenor-square, which, owing toa 
change in the numbers, is known as No. 2, but the probability that 
he intended the newly-acquired thing to pass is so remote that it 
cannot be supposed to have been in his contemplation, and accord- 
ingly the mere fact that the description is specific is considered as 
a sufficient expression of “a contrary intention” to exclude the 
operation of the section. 

We have now to discuss the case where the testator has de- 
scribed the subject-matter of the gift by a name habitually em- 
ployed by him or the public. Here, primd facie, the thing 
intended is that which bore that name at the time when the will 
was made, but, if the thing meant by the name is sus- 
ceptible of alteration, and has actually been altered, and at 
the time of the testator’s death is, as altered, still habitually spoken 
of by the testator or the public by the name employed in the 
will, the thing as altered passes. For example, where a testator 
devised his “‘ mansion and estate called C.,’”’ and afterwards bought 
different pieces of land and added them to C., and treated them 
and spoke of them’as part thereof, all that was known as the C. 
estate at the time of his death passed: Castle v. Fox (L. R. 11 
Eq. 542). But, on the other hand, in a nearly similar case, 
where there was not sufficient evidence that the testator habituallv 
spoke of the newly-acquired property as part of the C. estate, it 
did not pass: Webb v. Byng (1 K. & J. 580). 

The language of Wood, V.C., in Re Gibson, above cited, appears 
to confirm the distinction just laid down, though it must be re- 
membered that the distinction in Re Gibson turned upon the 
effect of a change of facts, not on a change of what was known 
by a particular name. 

The result is that, when the name used at the date of the will 
denotes a thing that is incapable of alteration, as “‘my dog 
Ranger,” that thing, and that thing only, is meant; while if the 
thing is capable of change, everything which, at the date of the 
testator’s death, is known by that name will pass. 

It is sometimes said that the section applies only where the gift 
is general, and that it does not apply where the gift is specific. 
This appears to be an incorrect statement of the rule, for “‘my 
mansion and estate called C.” is specific. As thus stated, the 
rule applies only to cases where the change of meaning of the 
words employed depends upon a change in the position of the 
testator; it does not apply to cases where the change of meaning 
depends upon the name used by the testator gradually changing its 
meaning, owing to its becoming applicable to more or less property. 

The rules for the application of the section may be stated as 





| follows :— 
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specific thing, incapable of being increased or diminished, that 
thing only is meant, and, if it is parted with by the testator, and 
a new thing acquired by him which, at the time of his death, 
answers the description, that thing does not pass. 

2. Where the description at the date of the will is in general 
terms, anything which answers that description at the time of the 
testator’s death passes. 

3. Where the description at the date of the will applies to a 
specific thing, capable of being increased or diminished, and the 
thing has actually been altered, and, as altered, answers that 
description at the time of the testator’s death, the thing, as 
altered, passes. 

4. Where the property, whether described in general or specific 
terms, is susceptible of alteration, the context may show that 
after-acquired property is not intended to pass, as in Portal v. 
Lamb (33 W. R. 859, L. R. 30 Ch. D. 50). 

In that case there was a devise of ‘‘ my cottage and all my land 
at 8S.” and a residuary devise. At the date of the will the 
testator owned a cottage and twenty-two acres of land, held with 
it at S. Subsequently he purchased a house, with grounds of ten 
acres adjoining the cottage. It was held that a ‘‘ contrary inten- 
tion” was not expressed, so that the will had to be construed as 
if it had been made immediately before the testator’s death. It 
was also held that, although ‘all my land at S.,” standing alone, 
would have passed the after-acquired house and grounds, still, 
that the words, ‘my cottage,” showed that the words, “ my 
land,”” were used in contradistinction to ‘‘ house,” and that, 
accordingly, the after-acquired house and grounds did not pass (see 
Ewer v. Haydon, Cro. El. 476, 658). 








Messrs. Wodderspoon & Co., of 7, Serle-street, Lincoln’s-inn, 
send us an excellent form of letter-book, which they term ‘‘ The 
Patent Untearable Waterproof Margin-bound Copying-book.”” The 
arrangement adopted for preventing tearing is extremely ingenious, 
and the hook is admirably adapted for its purpose. 


The hearing of House of Lords appeals (which has been postponed on 
account of several of the leading counsel engaged in them being absent on 
election business), will begin on Tuesday, the 8th of December, and con- 
tinue until the 22nd of that month. 


In the course of a case tried this week, in which the plaintiff appeared 
in person, the Lord Chief Justice remarked that, ‘‘if persons would 
conduct their own cases, in the public interest they must be treated in 
the same way as counsel, or there would be no limit to the public waste 
of time. There was no need for anyone to forego the assistance of 
counsel, for happily the country had provided a means whereby those 
suitors who were too poor to pay counsel could claim their help witheut 
having to do so,”’ 


A correspondent of the Times writes with reference to the report of the 
nomination of sheriffs:—‘‘It is stated that when the Chancellor of the 
Exchequer left the court the Lori Chief Justice presided as senior 
member of the Council present. In truth, he assumed the presidency of 
the meeting of great officers of State and judges, as representing the 
abolished office of Lord Chief Baron. This question was decided in the 
year 1844, when the late Chief Baron Pollock attended for the first time 
at the nomination of sheriffs, and when the late Lord Wensleydale (then 
Baron Parke) claimed to take precedence of the Chief Baron as being 
senior to him as a privy councillor. The question thus raised was after- 
wards referred to Lord Lyndhurst and Sir Robert Peel, who decided 
that, in the absence of the Chancellor of the Exchequer, the Lord Chief 
Baron would take precedence of all the other great personages present, 
including the Lord Chancellor and the Lord President of the Council.’’ 


The Post Office authorities desire that the public should be reminded 
of facilities at their command with regard to telegrams, which do not 
appear to be widely known. The sender of a tel who desires to 
have his name or any instructions, such as ‘‘ private,” ‘‘ confidential,” 
“‘to be opened,” or the like, written on the outside of the envelope of 
the message, may write the necessary instructions, which must be paid 
for as part of the message immediately after the address of the receiver. 
Persons not wishing to send to a telegraph office may post a tele 
in an envelope addressed, ‘‘ Telegram, immediate,” in a wall or pillar- 
box, or at a receiving office or sub-post-office. Telegrams so posted are 
sent on by the next collection to the nearest telegraph office, are thence 
transmitted, and are delivered free of extra charge, provided the proper 
amounts for transmission and for porterage (if any) have been prepaid by 
stamps affixed to the telegram. Telegrams may also be posted not 
enclosed in envelopes, and, when so posted, they will be treated in the 


same manner. Telegrams may be handed to rural postmen on their way 
to telegraphic offices. 


1. Where the description at the date of the will applies to a 


LAWYER CANDIDATES. 


THE following members of the legal profession are csndidatas in 
England and Wales for seats in the new Parliament. The nany 
of candidates who were members of the House of Commons at the 
date of the dissolution are printed in italics. 


ENGLAND AND WALES. 
BARRISTERS, 


ASHTON-UNDER-LYNE--John Addison, Q.C. C 
BatH—Edmond Robert Wodehouse. L 
BaTTEeRsEA, Clapham—John Fletcher Moulton, Q.C. L 
BEDFOoRD—James Herman De Ricci.. C 
BEDFORDSHIRE, South—Cyril Flower. L 
BERKSHIRE, East— William George Mount. C 
BETHNAL GREEN, North-East—John Dawson Mayne. C 
= ;,  South-West—Edward Hare Pickersgill. L 
BIRKENHEAD—William Rann Kennedy, Q.C. L 
BrrMinecHaM, North—Henry Matthews, Q.C. C 
BricHTON—John Robert Hollond. L 
me William Thackeray Marriott, Q.C. C 
Bury—Sir Henry James, Q.C. L 
Bury Sr. EpMunps—Joseph Alfred Hurdcastle. L 
‘a i Lord Francis Hervey. C 
CAMBERWELL, Dulwich—John Morgan Howard, Q.C. C 
‘ Peckham—Arthur Anthony Baumann. C 
jee ai William Willis, Q.C. L 
CAMBRIDGE— William Fowler. 
its Universitry—Henry Cecil Raikes, C 
CAMBRIDGESHIRE, North—John Rigby, Q.C. L 
* West—Charles Hall, Q.C. C 
CARNARVON—Edmund Swetenham, Q.C. C 
CHATHAM—Sir John Eldon Gorst, Q.C. C 
CHELSEA—Sir Charles Wentworth Dilke, Bart. L 
a Charles Algernon Whitmore. C 
CHELTENHAM—James Tynte Agg Gardner. C 
CHESHIRE, Altrincham—Isaac Saunders Leadam. L 
es Crewe—George William Latham. L 
as Macclesfield— William Cunliffe Brooks. C 
-CHESTER—Robert Armstrong Yerburgh. C 
CuristcHuRCH—AHorace Davey, Q.C. L 
CoLcHESTER—Henry John Trotter. C 
CorNWALL, North-East—Charles Henry Dyke Acland. L 
” = Thomas Northmore Lawrence. C  [L 
a North-West—Charles Augustus Vansittart Conybeare. 
ES South-East—Leonard Henry Courtney. L 
pe Truro— Walter Molesworth St. Aubyn. C 
Crorpon— William Grantham, Q.C. C 
CUMBERLAND, Mid—James William Lowther. C 
pe West—David Ainsworth. L 
DENBIGH—Hon. George Thomas Kenyon. C 
DENBIGHSHIRE, East—George Osborne Morgan, Q.C. L 
DertrorD—Lalmohun Ghose. L 
DeEersy—Sir William Vernon Harcourt, Q.C. L 
- William Brown Hextall. C 
DERBYSHIRE, North-East—Charles Gould. C 
DEvonPoRT—Thomas Terrell. L 
DEVONSHIRE, Barnstaple—Arthur Kekewich, Q.C. C 
‘i ‘a George Pitt Lewis, Q.C. L 
ey Honiton—Sir John Henry Kennaway, Bart. C 
és jg Sir John Budd Phear. 
DEwsBURY—Serjeant John Simon. L 
DoRSETSHIRE, West-~Herbert Cary George Batten. L 
DupLEY—Henry Brinsley Sheridan. 
DurHAM—Thomas Charles Thompson. J, 
P DvurHamM County, North-West — Llewellyn Archer Atherley 
ones. 
Essex, South-East— William Thomas Makins. C 
»  HMarwich—James Round. 
»  Romford—John Westlake, Q.C. L 
Fiyspury, Clerkenwell—Howard Spensley. L 
ve Holborn—William McCullagh Torrens. L 
FuLHAM—William Hayes Fisher. C 
GLAMORGANSHIRE, South—Arthur John Williams. L 
GLOUCESTERSHIRE, South—-Benjamin St. John Ackeres. C 
ma “i Edward Stafford Howard. L 
GRANTHAM—John William Mellor, Q.C. L 
HackneEY, North—-d/neas John MacIntyre, Q.C. C 
se South— Charles Russell, Q.C. L 
” ‘i Charles John Darling, Q.C. C 
Hatirax—James Stansfeld. L 
HAMPSHIRE, North—George Sclater Booth. C 





eR South—Reginald Garton Wilberforce. L 
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}IAMPSHIRE, West— Francis William Buxton. L 
New Forest—Henry Mason Bompas, Q.C. L 
* Francis Compton. 
Istz or Wiaut—Hon. Evelyn Ashley. 
oF Sir Richard Everard Webster, Q.C. C 
HAMPSTEAD—Sir Henry Thurstan Holland, Bart. C 
HARTLEPOOL—Thomas Hutchinson Tristram, Q.C. C 
Hastincs—Sir Thomas Brassey. L 
Irswich—Sir William Thomas Charley, Q.C. C 
i Henry Wyndham West, Q.C. L 
IsLINGTON, North—Archibald Edward Dobbs. L 
s 6 Samuel Danks Waddy, Q.C. L 
i East—Henry Bret Ince, Q.C. L 
South—Henry Wildey Wright. C 
KENSINGTON, North—Joseph Bottomley Firth. L 
South—Montague Hughes Cookson, Q.C. L 
KENT, "Ashford—George Crispe Whiteley. L 
Faversham—Herbert Thomas Knatchbull Hugessen. C 
» St. Augustine—Aretas Akers Douglas. C 
», Tunbridge—Robert Norton. C 
KIDDERMINSTER, Augustus rea Godson. C 
LAMBETH, Brixton— Ernest B Cc 
es es William B Red L 
” Kennington—John O° Connor Power. L 
LANCASHIRE, Eccles—Vernon Kirk Armitage. L 
as Lancaster—James Carlile McCoan. L 
‘6 Newton— Sir Richard Asheton Cross. C 
pm North Lonsdale—Sir Farrer Herschell, Q.C. L 
Prestwich— Robert Gray Cornish Mowbray. Cc 
LEEDS, East— John Lawrence Gane, Q.C. L 
ne West—Sir William St. James Wheelhouse, Q.C. C 
Liycotn—Frederick Harold Kerans. 
LINCOLNSHIRE, Horncastle—Edward Stanhope. C 
es Louth—James Lowther. C 
. - Francis Otter. L 
Stamford—John Compton Lawrance, Q.C. C. 
LIVERPOOL, East Toxteth—John Charles Bigham, Q.C 
se “ Henry De Worms. C 
‘ Augustine Birrell. L 
i West Toxteth—Thomas Sutherst. L 
Lynn—Hon. Robert Bourke. C 
MaIpsTONE—Alexander Henry Ross. C 
MANCHESTER, East—Alfred Hopkinson. L 
am North-East—Rowland Ponsonby Blennerhassett. L 
MERIONETHSHIRE—WMorgan Lloyd, Q.C. L 
MIDDLESEX, Harrow—William Ambrose, Q.C. C 
ne Alfred Milner. L 
MonMOUTHSHIRE, South— Sir Henry Mather Jackson, Bart. L 
“ West—Cornelius Marshall Warmington, Q.C. L 
», Benjamin Francis Williams, Q.C. C 
MontooMERYsHIRE—Stuart Rendel, L 
Charles Watkin Williams Wynn. C 
NEwcasTLE-UNDER-LyME—Andrew Richard Scohle, Q.C. C 
NEWCASTLE-UPON-TYNE—Charles Frederick Hamond. C 
John Morley. L 
Newin GTON, West—Charles Wallwynn Radcliffe Cooke. C 
NorFoLk, North—Herbert Cozens- y, Qc. L 
NoRTHAMPTON—Henry Charles Richards. C 
NoRTHAMPTONSHIRE, East—Francis Alston Channing. L 
NORTHUMBERLAND, Tyneside— Gainsford Bruce, Q.C. C 
NorwicH—Robert Samuel Wright. - 
NotrincHaM, East— Arnold Morl 
NOTTINGHAMSHIRE, West—John Ras Payne. C 
OtpHAM—John Tomlinson Hibbert. L 
Hon, Edward Lyulph Stanley. L 
OxForp—Charles Alan Fyffe. L 
” Umrvansrrr—Sir-. John Robert Mowbray, Bart. C 
OXFORDSHIRE, Mid.— Francis William Maclean. L 
PappineTon, South—John Edward Hilary Skinner. L 
PEMBROKE— Henry George Allen, Q.C. L 
PLyMouTrH—Hon. Reginald Balliol Brett. L 
Edward Clarke, Q.C. C 
PortsmourH—Hon. Thomas Charles Bruce. C 
Preston— William Edward Murray Tomlinson. C 
READING--George Shaw Lefevre. L 
RUTLANDSHIRE— Marston Clarke Buszard, Q.C. L 
St. GzorcE’s, Hanover-square—Sir Walter George Frank Philli 
nore, Bart. L 
81. Pancras, East— Robert Grant Webster. C 
South--Sir Julian Goldsmid, Bart. L 
SHEFFIELD, Attercliffe—Hon. Bernard John Seymour Coleridge. L 
” Central—Charles Edward Howard Vincent. C 
” Ecclesall— Ellis Ashmead-Bartlett. © 
” ’ Cyril Dodd. L 
” Hallam—Charies Beilby Stuart Wortley. © 
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SHOREDITCH, Haggerston—Richard Denny Urlin. C 
Hoxton—Robert Arthur Germaine. C 
SHROPSHIRE, South—Robert J: More. L 
i West—Stanley Leighton. C 
SoMERSETSHIRE, East—Henry Hobhouse. L 
Mid—Edward Brooke Cely Trevilian. L 
West—Charles Isaac Elton, Q.C. C 
SovrH SureLps— William Digby —— 'a.c. C 
SouTHwaRk, West—Augustus Beddall. 
bis a Arthur Cohen, Q.C. 4 
Rotherhithe—Richard Marsden Pankhurst. L 
SrarrorD—Charles Benjamin Bright Maclaren. L 
STAFFORDSHIRE, Burton—Gerald Holbeck Hardy. C 
om Kingswinford— Alexander Staveley Hill, Q.C. C 
9%” Leek—Charles Crompton, Q.C, L 
ey » Harry Tichborne Davenport. C 
Lichfield—Tonman Mosley. C 
SratyBRipcE—William Summers. L 
Stocxport—Charles Henry Hi ,ac. L 
STOKE-UPON-TRENT—Haden Corser. C 
SuFFOLK, North-East—Benjamin Bridges Hunter Rodwell, Q.C. C 
*9 South-West—Thomas Weller Poley. 
Surrey, Chertsey—Sir Henry Denis Le Marchant, Bart. L 
Epsom—Richard Harris. L 
Sussex, East—Frederick Andrew Inderwick,Q.C. L 
a South-West—Frederick Waymouth Gibbs, Q.C. L 
TAaUNTON—Sir Charles Jessel, Bart. L 
ToWER HAMLETS, Mile-End—Acton Smee Ayrton. 
% St. George’s—Sir David Lionel haitioie Bart. L 
Wanpsworta—Robert Wallace. L 
WARWICKSHIRE, North—William Phipson Beale. L 
North-East—John Stratford Dugdale, Q.C. C 
WEsT Ham, North—James Forrest Fulton. C 
‘ South—Alfred John Pound. C 
WHITEHAVEN— William Court Gully, Q.C. L 
George Augustus Cavendish Bentinck. C 
Wican—Francis Sharp Powell. C 
‘a George Harris Lea. L 
WILTSHIRE, East — William Barber, Q.C. L 
WoLvErHAMPTON, South—Charles Pelham Villiers. L 
WoRCESTERSHIRE, East—Frederick Albert Bosanquet, Q.C. C 
es George Woodyatt Hastings. 
North—Jvhn William Willis Bund. C 
Yorx—Frank Lockwood, Q.C. L 
YorxKSHIRE, East Riding, Howdenshire— Anthony George Shiell. L. 
West Riding, Barnsley - Courtney a Kenny. L 
Doncaster—Hon. Alfred +: a Ga- 
thorne Hardy. 
Walter Shirley Shirley. L 
Morley — “el. “eat Milnes Gas- 
Jose : ohn Dunnington 
1d Tee ala Hard Cc 
Osgoldcross—Regin y: 
Otley—Sir Andrew Fairbairn. L 
Ripon—John Lloyd Wharton. C 


” 





SOLICITORS. 


BEDFORDSHIRE, th Henry Hawkes Cc 
BIRMINGHAM, South— Hi wkes. C 

Boston— Nehemiah Learoyd. 

BRIsTOL, North—Lewis Fry. L 

CARNARVONSHIRE, South—John Roberts. L 

Finssury, Holborn—Charles Harrison. L 

HAMPSHIRE, North—Richard Eve. L 

Hutu, West— Albert Kaye Rollit, LL.D. C 

LIVERPOOL, Everton—Edward Whit! Cc 

MERTHYR Typvit—Charles Herbert ames. L 

PEMBROKESHIRE— William Davies. L 

St. Pancras, North—Thomas Henry Bolton. L 

SussEx, North— George Burrow Gregory. C 

TowEk Hamiets, Limehouse—James George Cotton Minchin. L 
WanpswortH- Henry Kimber. C 

WoLvERHAMPTON, East— Henry Hartley Fowler. L 
Woo.twich—Edwin Hughes. C 








It is stated that a fifteenth edition of Sugden’s Vendors and Purchasers 


is in preparation. The last edition, we believe, appeared in 1862. 


The death ie announced of Sir William Rose, Clerk of Parliaments. 


He was born in 1808, and held the of -Clerk of Purliament 
from 1848 to 1875, when he was poll wet Clerk - z 
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REVIEWS. 


THE LAWYER’S COMPANION, 


THE LAWYER’s COMPANION AND DIARY, AND LONDON AND PROVIN- 
cIAL Law Directory For 1886, Edited by J. TrRusTRAM, 
Barrister-at-Law. ForTIETH ANNUAL IssvE. Stevens & Sons; 
Shaw & Sons. 


The issue for the present year of this well-known diary opens 
with the leading provisions of the Customs and Inland Revenue Act, 
1885, and then follows the Rule of the Supreme Court made in July 
last (29 Soxtcrrors’ JouRNAL, 655); and this is succeeded by the 
Remuneration Order. We may, perhaps, suggest that, if references 
were given to the decisions on this Order, the information would be 
more practically useful than the list of statutes of 1885, The 
edition appears to be edited with care and accuracy, and the paper 
for the diary is excellent. 


ELECTION PETITIONS. 


Tre LAW AND PRACTICE OF ELECTION PETITIONS. THIRD EDITION. 
By Henry Harpcast te, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Haynes. 


Mr. Hardcastle’s new edition of his useful work is adapted to the 
alterations in the law. The book has always seemed to us an 
admirable short manual of the subject covered by its title, and the 
present edition, so far as we have tested it, shows no falling off in 
the care and accuracy which have characterized previous editions. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


SEARCHES FOR INCUMBRANCES. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 


Sir,—I should be glad if you or your readers could throw some 
light upon a subject which is of almost daily importance, but as to 
aids there seems to be no settled principle, the practice prevailing 
amongst the members of the profession differing considerably—I 
allude to the searches necessary to be made by a purchaser’s 
solicitor. 

With regard to judgments, &c., I take it that the five years’ 
search is sufficient, and that this ought to be made, not only against 
the vendor, but against his predecessors in title if he has not him- 
self held the property for five years. But it does not seem clear why 
any search is necessary in view of the fact that a judgment cannot 
affect land, of whatever tenure ‘gery wy leaseholds ?), until actually 
delivered in execution, and I should be glad of enlightenment upon 
this point. 

Ae to searches in bankruptcy, many solicitors are, I believe, 
content with a general inquiry at Perry’s or Stubbs’, but this cannot, 
I imagine, be sufficient to protect their clients or themselves from a 
charge of negligence. Others search at the London Bankruptcy 
Yourt for a few years, but to be effectual it would seem that such a 
search should be carried back over the entire period covered by the 
title, and be made in the names, not only of the vendor, but of his 
pre rs. Moreover, since the title of a trustee in bankruptcy 
relates beck to the committal of an act of bankruptcy, it would 
seem to be essential to search, not only for actual receiving orders, 
but also for bankruptcy notices, upon which a receiving order may 
subsequently be made. Further, can the searches be safely confined 
to the London court, or should they not also be extended to the 
court in the district of which the vendor and his predecessors reside ? 
It is certainly a rare thing for a solicitor to make these elaborate 
searches, but the question remains whether they can be safely 
dispensed with and what is the solicitor’s position if he neglects to 
make them ? 

With regard to property in Middlesex, it is usual only to search 
the register from the date of the last dealing with the property ; but 
here, again, the question arises as to whether a solicitor is justified 
in assuming that, at the time of the purchase by his client’s vendor, 
the solicitor made the necessary searches, and whether sufficient 
protection is afforded if there should actually be some entry on the 
register affecting the title prior to the vendor acquiring the property 
—a question which, presumably, must be answered in the negative. 

The foregoing observations apply to vendors who are beneficial 
owners. Where vendors are trustees, I take it no search for judg- 
ments, or in bankruptcy, is necessary. 

If you could see your way to deal with the questions raised, I 
think you a be conferring a service on the profession erally. 
I cannot help thinking that solicitors are in the habit of running 
personal riske by refraining from making long searches, which, when 


made, are generally attended with no result, and the expense 
consequent upon which the client is sure to regard in no favourable 
light. CoNVEYANCER, 


[We propose to deal hereafter with the questions raised by om 
correspondent.—Ep. 8S. J.] 





MARRIED WOMEN AND INCOME TAX. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Jowrnal.} 


Sir,—In reference to your article on this subject in last week's 
paper, with all due deference I would suggest that it does not 
necessarily or even naturally follow that the view which has beep 
taken by the Inland Revenue as to the meaning of section 45 of the 
Income Tax Act, 1842, for so long a period is, in the absence of 
judicial decision on the point, the right one, or even the reasonable 
one. The Inland Revenue authorities err, when and if they err, in 
favour of the revenue. 

The amount in question in each individual case is so trifling that 
it is not fair to prejudge the case merely because no solicitor could 
advise any individual client to contest the point. Nor should mere 
lapse of time be a bar if some energetic representative of women’s rights 
should desire to contest the point in person ; for it is only to-day that 
it has been thought worth while to obtain a decision on a point of 
practice under section 91 of the Fines and Recoveries Act, passed 
fifty years ago, which must have occurred to many in actual practice 
(see Fowke v. Draycott). 

You do not give the section in full, and much seems to me to 
depend upon the context :—‘‘ Any married woman acting as a sole 
trader by the custom of any city or or otherwise, or bein 
entitled to any property or profits to her sole or separate use, 8 
be chargeable to the like duties in the like manner (except as herein- 
after is mentioned) as if she were actually sole and unmarried.” The 
word “ profits” is here used in its natural meaning in connection 
with trade—viz., the surplus which exists after trade losses and 
expenses are paid. Then the proviso says, ‘‘ Provided always, that 
the profits of any married woman living with her husband shall be 
deemed the profits of the husband, and the same shall be charged in 
the name of the husband, and not in her name or in the name of her 
trustee.” - Here the word is again used in its natural and popular 
sense, for it would be not only unreasonable, but, I suggest, flying 
in the face of the context, to give to this word “‘ profits”’ two different 
meanings in one section. 

There seem to me ample reasons why a distinction should have 
been drawn between “‘ property’ and “‘ profits,” for it would be not 
merely strange, but unjust, to charge a married man income tax 
upon property settled on his wife for her separate use without power 
of anticipation; but in the case of ‘‘ profits ” from a business where 
the husband and wife live together, it is obvious that it would open 
the door to such temptations to commit (and probably to such actual) 
frauds upon the revenue, that a wise Legislature well enacted that in 
such abnormal cases the profits shall be deemed to be the profits of 
the husband. 

Anyone who has had to go through the tiresome routine (which no 
one would undertake but for friendship’s sake) of obtaining a return 
of income tax on bonds to , will know what ample securities 
can be, and are, taken to prevent frauds on the revenue. And it is @ 
reasonable assumption that the framers of the Act were well ac- 
quainted with all the details relating to income tax, and that they 
saw overwhelming difficulties in the way of married women who 


| carry on business while living with their husbands being released 


from liability to income tax, which did not, and do not, exist in the 
case of ‘‘ property” to which a married woman is entitled ‘‘ to her 
sole or separate use.” H. ANDREWS. 
Leominster, Herefordshire, Nov. 16. 





THE ROYAL COURTS OF JUSTICE, 
[7'o the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 


Sir,—The well-timed remarks on the inconvenience of access to the 
courts at the Palace of Justice, in your last week’s number, deserve 
the consideration of all who frequent that edifice. 

Additional staircases can but palliate the eyil, and the only way to 
render the building suitable for the purpose for which it was con- 
structed appears to be as follows :— 

(1) To make a floor over the whole of the great hall at the level of 
the courts, 


ts To open wide from the court corridors to the hall. 
3) To construct a staircase from the Strand entrance to the 
level of the new floor, 


The following advantages would ensue :— 





(a) There would be immediate and direct 9000s to the courts. 





Nov. 21, 1885, 
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(b) The corridors would be less crowded and would lose their stuffy, 
thy character. 


unhealthy , because 
(c) The hall would be used for solicitors, witnesses, and others to 
wait in, instead of their being, as at present, practically restricted to 


these mean corridors. 


(d) The fine hall would be utilized instead of being deserted, as at | F 


resent. 

(e) The hall, universally admitted by people of taste to be too 
lofty for its width, would assume better proportions. 

The present dark and twisted staircases should be preserved as 
instances of the skill and taste of the period. The ground floor of 
the hall might be converted into dungeons for wretches condemned 
for contempt of court, and into these the monsters might be burried 
the instant their crimes were committed. 

5, Bedford-row. W. R. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


COURT OF APPEAL, 
MOGG +. CLARK—OC.A. No. 1, 17th November. 


Msrrorouis Manacement Act, 1855 (18 & 19 Vicr. c. 120), ss. 6, 54— 
QUALIFICATION oF VEsTRYMAN— RatiInc—PENALTY. 


The question in this case was as to what constitutes the qualification of 
a vestryman within section 6 of the Metropolis Management Act, 1855. 
The action was by a common informer to recover £100 from the defendant 
as 8 amar for having, on June 24 and September 30, 1884, acted as a 
member of the Vestry of St. Leonard, Shoreditch, without being qualified 
by a rating occupation as required by the above Act of 1855. Section 6 
of the Act of 1855 is as follows :—‘“‘ The vestry elected under this Act in 
any parish shall consist of persons rated or assessed to the relief of the 
see upon a rental of not less than £40 per annum, and no person shall 

capable of acting or being elected as one of such vestry for any parish 
unless he be the occupier of a house, lands, tenements, or hereditaments 
in such parish, and be rated or assessed as aforesaid, upon such rental as 
aforesaid, within such parish. . . .’’ It appeared that the defendant 
separately occupied a garden which was jointly rated with a house let to 
another man at £18. The defendant occupied nothing else in the parish, 
but he was the owner of several small tenements which were rented by 
tenants whose names ap in the rate-book as occupiers. The 
defendant had agreed with the overseers, under 32 & 33 Vict. c. 41, s. 
3, to be liable for the poor rates assessed in respect of these tenements. 
Their aggregate rental was £68, and so appeared in the rate-book. By 
section 54 of the Act of 1855 it is enacted that any person who acts as a 
member of a vestry without being qualified ‘‘ by ra and occupation,” 
as required by the Act, shall, for every such offence, be liable to a penalty 
of £50. On the above facts, Lopes, J., held that the defendant was not 
rated to the required amount—that the persons rated were his tenants 
and not the defendant. He was also of opinion that, to be qualified 
within section 6, a person must be the occupier of real pro to the 
specified amount (see L. R. 15 Q. B. D. 82, 33 W. R. Dig. 136). The 
defendant appealed, and contended that where the property is assessed 
to more than £40 per annum, and the owner has become le to the 
public authorities to pay that assessment, he is a person ‘‘who is 
assessed ’’ within the meaning of the statute. The court (Lord Esuer, 
M.R., Corron and Linvigy, L.JJ.) dismissed the a . Lord Esuer, | 
M.R., said that under section 3 of 33 & 34 Vict. c. 41, there was no power | 
to rate the defendant. He could not be rated nor could he be assessed. | 
The only thing which existed between him and the overseers was the | 
agreement. e words in section 6 are ‘‘rated or assessed,’”’ and those 





words referred to different things, and a person could be assessed without fix 


being rated ; it would be necessary to look at the plain words of section | 
54, when it would be seen that the fact of a person being assessed without | 
being rated would not qualify him to act as a vestryman. When the | 
overseers have calculated the amount a person is to pay for a rate, they 

have assessed the amount. But thatimposes norate on him. But having | 
assessed the amount, the person is rated by his name being put into the | 
tate-book. Therefore, a person cannot be really assessed so as to make | 
him liable in any way until he has been rated, and he cannot be rated | 
until he has been assessed. That showed that, although the words in | 
section 6 were ‘‘rated or assessed,’’ the proper reading was ‘‘ rated and | 
assessed.’’ Therefore that was sufficient, use the defendant was | 
admittedly not rated. It was not necessary to give any opinion on the | 
other point. It was enough to say that a person who has made an agree- | 
ment under section 3 of 32 & 33 Vict. c. 41, is not a person ‘assessed or 
rated ’’ or ‘“‘assessed and rated’’ within the meaning of section 6, and if 
such person acts as a vestryman he is liable to the penalty under section 
54. Corron and Linptey, L.JJ., were of the same 
Charles, Q.C., and Winch ; Grantham, Q.C., and Bucknill, @C, Soxrrcrrors, 


J.B. Smith @ Son; Bramall ¢ White. | 


i oe 


BECKETT & CO. v. RAMSDALE—C, A. No. 2, 12th November. 


Pantyarnsure Dast—Proor acainst Estate or Daczasep Pantrrr—Ricut 
Warps To svz Svavivine Parrnan. 


The question in this oase was as to the right of the plaintiffs, who were 


| away, i 
.—Covnsst, | 


creditors of a partnership firm, consistin 

had after the death of the son proved their debt in an 
the estate of the son, afterwards to prove the 
in respect of the same debt. The son died in 1881, and 
menced an action for the administration of his estate. 
laintiffs proved their debt. The father died in 1883, the plaintiffs 
then brought the ape action to administer his estate f pa Tn mal 
recovering their joint debt. Bacon, V.C., held that the action be main- 
e Court of Appeal (Sir James Hannen, and Bowen and Fry, L JJ.) 


tained. 
said that the rule was well 


affirmed the decision with a variation. Th 


necessary that the survivin, 
the account against the pon. F 
ship creditors must not be allowed to come 
separate creditors of the deceased er. » 
judgment of Bacon, V.C., must be ad, the plaintiffs must under- 
take to postpone their dividend from the son’s estate to the claims of the 
te creditors.—CounseL, Sir R. Webster, A.G., Marten, Q.C., and 
Nalder ; Crossley, Q.C., Barber, Q.C., J. M. Solomon, and Silvester. Sout- 
crtors, Collyer-Bristow § Co.; C. A. Wright. 


of the deceased er, and the partner- 
a competition with the 


SMALLPIECE v. LEE—C. A. No. 2, 17th November. 


R. 8. C., 1883, orp. 65, n. 1—Juprcarcre Act, 1873, s. 49—APPEAL Por 
Cos sts OF MorTGAGEE—UNREASONABLE ConpUcT—DIscRETION OF 
JUDGE. 


This was an action by a mortgagee against 
mortgagee, to enforce his security and to obtain a d 
entitled to consolidate two m Bacon, V.C., had deprived the 
plaintiff of costs, of the action on the d that he had carried on 
some of the proceedings unreasonably, and the Court of Appeal (Sir 
James Hannen and Bowen and Fry, L.JJ.) dismissed an a 
the plaintiff. Sir James Hannen said that, assuming that the Vice- 
Chancellor was right in coming to the conclusion that the plaintiff had 
carried on the proceedings unreasonably, he had adiscretion as to the costs, 
and section 49 of the Judicature Act ented an appeal. His lordship was 
of opinion that the Vice-Chancellor’s conclusion was right, and, conse- 
quently, the appeal was for costs which were in the discretion of the 
judge, and it must be dismissed. Bowzn, L.J., said that, rule 1 of 
order 65, all costs were primd facie in the discretion of the j but a 
mortgagee (among others) was allowed to escape from the unfettered 
discretion of the judge on a certain condition—viz., that he had “not 
unreasonably instituted or carried on or resisted any proceedings.” The 
moment he failed to fulfil that condition precedent, he fell back upon 
the unfettered discretion of the judge as to costs. The judge must 
satisfy himself whether there had any such unreasonable conduct ; 
if there had been, his discretion as to the m "s costs was un- 
fettered. The Court of Ap had only to see whether there had been 
such conduct. If there had, there was no from the order as to 
costs. Frry, L.J., concurred.—Cocnsz1, Horton Smith, Q.C., and Hadley ; 
Marten, Q.C., and 7. L. Wilkinson. Soxtcrrons, Randall ¢ Bucknill ; C. A. 
Angier. 

In re YOUNG AND HARSTON—C. A. No. 2, 12th November. 
VenpDoR AND PurcHasER—INTEREST ON PrRCHASE-MONEY—COMPLETION OF 

PURCHASE DELAYED BY Witrvut Deravtt—Mistake—RePaYMEnt—JURIs- 

DICTION—VENDOR AND PurcHaseR Act, 1874, s. 9. 

This was a summons taken out by a purchaser of land, under the 
Vendor and Purchaser Act, 1874, claiming repa: of interest on the 

urchase-money which he had paid to the vendor, on the ground that it 

id under the circumstances. The contract contai 
a condition that, if from any cause whatever, other than wilful defanl 
of the vendor, the completion should be delayed beyond 
for completion, the balance of the purchase-money (after payment of 
deposit) should bear interest at five per cent. per annum from that day up 
the day of payment. Thecompletion of the was delayed from 
8th of September (the day fixed for completion) till the 14th of October, 
ard the purchaser, when he completed, paid interest on the balance of his 
purchase-money for that period. He sought to recover this interest, on 
the ground that the delay had been caused by the wilful default. The 
delay was in part caused by the vendor having gone away on the 6th of 
September to Switzerland for a holiday, there was also some time 
occupied in ge? the concurrence of some mortgagees in 
Bacon, V.C., held (83 W. R. 516, L. R. 29 Ch. D. 691 


for obtainin 
must repay the excess which i 
Grosvenor Woods; Mar Q.C., and Northmere Lawrence. Sorrcrrors, 


Crosley ¢ Burn ; Hollame, ¢ 
In ve THE NEATH 


HARBOUR SMELTING AND ROLLING WORKS 
—C, A. No, 2, 18th November, 
R. 8, O., 1883, onn, 58, a. 4—Apamssron or Farex Evrpence ox Arrear— 
Leave or Covar, 
This was an application for leave to adduce fresh evidence on the 
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hearing of an a . Mathew, J., as Vacation Judge (29 Sotrcrrors’ 
JouRNAL, 765), Seetoed a petition for the winding up of this company, 
mainly upon the ground that the petitioner was a shareholder, and that 
the majority of the shareholders desired that the company should go on. 
The petitioner had a ed, and he alleged that a considerable number 
of the shares, the holders of which opposed the petition, were allotted 
after the presentation of the petition to persons of no substance, for the 
mere purpose of their opposing the winding up of the company. On 
behalf of the company it was ur; that the petitioner had not shown 
that he could not with reasonable diligence have discovered the facts 
which he now alleged before the hearing in the court below, and that, even 
if his allegations were true, and the shareholders in question were struck 
out, there would still be a substantial majority of the shareholders 
opposed to the winding up. The court (Lord Hatssvry, C., and Bowen and 
Fry, L.JJ.) granted the application. Lord Hatspury, C., said that it 
would be disastrous to the administration of justice if it could be 
supposed that by reason of any technicality the real truth could be shut 
out. The grounds on which the discretion of the court to admit fresh 
evidence might be exercised were so various that it would be impossible 
to give any precise definition of how, when, and why it would be exer- 
cised. Each case must necessarily depend upon its own special circum- 
stances, and under the circumstances of the present case he thought that 
the application ought to be granted. Bowzn and Fry, L.JJ., con- 
ouuel Decne, H. Burton Buckley ; Grosvenor Woods and L. B. Pyke. 
Soxicrrors, Hughes ¢ Son ; Pyke § Minchin. 





BORRETT v, WHITE—C.A. No. 2, 17th November. 


R. 8. C., 1883, onp. 32, x. 6@—Orper ror Payment or Money into Court 
on ADMISSION, 


The question in this case was whether an order could be made for 
oy pe of money into court on an admission made by a defendant. 
ule 6 of order 32 provides that ‘‘any party may at any stage of a cause 
or matter, where admissions of fact have been made, either on the plead- 
i or otherwise, apply to the court or a judge for such judgment or 
as, upon such atulese, he may be entitled to, without waiting for 
ination of any other questions between the parties; and the 
court or a judge may, upon such application, make such order, or give 
such judgment, as the court or a judge may think just.” In the present 
case Chitty, J., following a previous decision of his own in Hampden v. 
Wallis (L. R. 27 Ch. D. 251), had ordered a defendant to pay money into 
court upon an admission made by him before the commencement of the 
action. An affidavit had been made on behalf of the plaintiff that the 
money was in the defendant’s hands, and this affidavit he had not 
answered. The Court of Appeal (Sir James Hannen, and Bowen and 
Fry, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. Sir James Hannen said that, whatever 
doubt there might be if the case rested solely on the letter, the fact that 
the plaintiff's affidavit had not been answered brought the case within the 
decision of Jessel, M.R., in Freeman v. Coz (L. R. 8 Ch. D. 148), a prece- 
dent which his lordship thought ought to be followed. Bowen, L.J., 
concurred. Fay, L.J., said that, if it were necessary to decide the point, 
he should wish to consider further whether the admission in the letter was 
not within rule 6. But he agreed in deciding the case in accordance with 
Freeman v. Cox.—Covunset, Ashton Cross; Bardswell. Soutcrrors, Ellis, 
Munday, § Co. ; Jaques, Layton, & Co. 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
In re NOYCE, BROWN v. RIGG—Bacon, V.C., 16th November. 
Wuu—Consrrevcrion—‘‘ Diz BEFORE THEY ARE ENTITLED.” 


In this case the testatrix had left copyhold property to her husband for 
life, then to her nephew, Edward Brown, for life, and then to be sold, and 
the proceeds divided amongst three other nephews anda niece; but should 
either of the said three nephews or niece die ‘‘ before they are entitled” 
to the property, leaving issue, the share of him or her so dying was given 
to their children respectively. The husband and Edward Brown but 
two of the three nephews, and also the niece, predeceased Edward Brown. 
It was now argued that “‘entitled’’ meant entitled in right and not in 
possession, so that the estates of the two dead nephews and of the niece 
took each a fourth share of the proceeds of sale, and that the gift over to 
their children did not take effect. The decision of Sir E. Sugden in 
Commissioners of Charitable Donations ¥. Cotter (1 D. & War. 498) was relied 
upon. Bacow, V.C., said that in that case the word “‘ entitled ’ was used 
with reference to the terms of a power of appointment. Here the will 
was plain, and nobody was to be entitled to anything but the proceeds of 
sale. Before the sale they were not entitled, and the gift over conse- 
quently took effect.—Cocnser, F. Staliard; A. W. Stallard; Gatey. 
Sorictrors, Trollope & Wincksworth, for G. Gatey, Ambleside. 


HAIGH +. HAIGH—Pearson, J., 16th November. 
R. 8. C. 1883, onp. 27, x. 15; onp. 31, x. 21—Serrine astpr Jupoment 
wy Devavit—Derexce stevck ovr vor Rerveat To orve Discovery. 
This was an application by the defendant to set aside a judgment which 


had been obtained against by default. The action was brought 
the administrator of an intestate against the hter of the tofestese, 


a declaration that two sums of , which d : 
Saaplonindetoe —_ castes am tho Oak agro 





of the pro of the intestate, and that the defendant. might be 
ieeed to ener tas sums in question to the plaintiff as administrator, 
By her statement of defence the defendant said that of the — 
was, at the time when it was deposited, her own absolute property, 
that, as to the rest, it was the intention of the intestate (her mother) that 
the defendant should become entitled to it in the event of her surviv. 
ing her mother. The defendant was required to make an affidavit of 
documents in her possession relating to the matters in question in the action, 
and in the affidavit which she made she stated that two deposit-books of 
the bank were in her possession, and she did not claim any privilege from 
the production of these books, though she did claim privilege as to some 
other documents mentioned in the affidavit. An order was then made that 
the defendant should produce the two deposit-books for the inspection of 
the plaintiff's solicitors. This order the defendant persistently refused to 
obey, and ultimately an order was made, under rule 21 of order 31, to 
strike out her defence, and that she should be placed in the same position 
as if she had not defended. After this judgment was given against the 
defendant in default of pleading, and she was ordered to transfer the 
two sums of money to the plaintiff. Some months afterwards the 
defendant made the present application, under rule 15 of order 27, to set 
aside the judgment, asking also for an extension of the time which had 
been limited for the production of documents, or that the time for appeal- 
ing against the order for production might be extended. Pzanson, J., 
refused the — e said that the evidence showed that the 
defendant was fully informed by her solicitor that she would not have to 
give up the possession of the books in question, but that she was only 
required to produce them for i tion, and that if she persisted in dis- 
obeying the order the result would be that judgment would go against her 
by default, and that the whole of the money would have to be handed 
over to the plaintiff for distribution among the family, her own costs 
being paid out of her own share. Plainer language could not have been 
used by the solicitor, and the defendant, however wrong-headed she was, 
could not have failed to understand it. Still, however, she refused to pro- 
duce the books, and judgment necessarily went against her by default, 
His lordship had the strongest disinclination to allow any case to be 
decided otherwise than on its merits. But rule 21 of order 31 was intended 
to prevent either plaintiffs or defendants from delaying litigation indefi- 
eee | by their own negligence or wilfulness. He had looked at the cases 
which had been decided upon rule 15 of order 27, in order to see what the 
course of the court had been, and he had not been able to find any case in 
which the court had set aside a judgment when a defendant had know- 
ingly and wilfully allowed it to pass. His lordship referred particularly 
to King v. Sandeman (26 W. R. 569) and Atwood v. Chichester (L. R. 3 
Q. B. D. 722). The application was accordingly refused with costs.— 
Counse, Higgins, Q.C., and 7. L. Wilkinson ; Cozens- Hardy, Q.O., and B. 
Eyre. - Souicrrors, Atkinson § Dresser ; Williamson, Hill, § Co. 





In re SABIN’S SETTLED ESTATE—Pearson, J., 13th November. 


Serrtep Lanp—Tenant ror Lire—Ricut To GRANT Burtprne LeasEs— 
Summons—Insunction—Setrtep Lanp Act, 1882, s. 8 


This application was made by the trustees of a settlement to restrain the 
tenant for life from selling some land to a person to whom he had 
previously granted a lease of it in pursuanceof the provisions of a building 
agreement; and a question arose upon the construction of section 8 of 
the Settled Land Act, 1882, which provides :—‘‘ 8. (1) Every building 
lease shall be made 'y in consideration of the lessee, or some person by 
whose direction the is granted, or some other person, having erected, 
or agreeing to erect, buildings, new or additional, or haviug improved or 
repaired, or agreeing to improve or repair, buildings, or having executed, 
or agreeing to execute, on the land leased, an improvement authorized by 
this Act, for, or in connection with, building purposes. (2) A peppercorn 
rent, or a nominal or other rent less than the rent 7 yable, 
may be made payable for the first five years or any less part of the term. 
(3) Where the land is contracted to be d in lots, the entire amount of 
rent to be ultimately —_— may be apportioned among the lots in any 
manner; save that (i.) the ens § rent reserved by any lease shall not be 
less than ten shillings; and (ii.) the total amount of the rents reserved on 
all leases for the time being granted shall not be less than the total amount 
of the rents which, in order that the leases may be in conformity with 
this Act, ought to be reserved in respect of the whole land for the time 
being eas and (iii.) the rent reserved by any lease shall not exceed 
one-fifth part of the fall annual value of the land comprised in that lease, 
with the buildings thereon when completed.”’ The agreement between 
the tenant for life and the builder related to several plots of land, which 
were to bear an ag te rent of £600. One of the plots was about three 
acres in extent, and was to bear a rent of £100. The builder was to con- 

struct some roads on the three-acre plot, and to build on part of it houses 
sufficient to carry ground-rents to the amount of £100, and to have a lease 
of the remainder of the three acres at the rent of 10s. The builder had 

made the roads, and had built houses on one-fifth of the three acres, and 

leases of those houses, reserving rents to the amount of £100 in all, had 

been granted to him, and the tenant for life had fhen granted him a lease 
of the remainder of the three acres at a rent of 10s., without his erecting 

any buildings on it. The tenant for life afterwards entered into 

an agreement with the builder to sell the reversion of the land com- 

Pp in the 10s. lease to him for £17. The present ~~ eo was 

msde by summons under the Settled Land Act. Paxson, J., though he 

said he could not finally decide the point in the absence of the lessee, was 

inclined to think that the building agreement was not authorized by the 

Act, inasmuch as it contained no provision for building on the whole of 





the land. He granted the injunction, and gave leave to apply in chambers 
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for directions as to the leases. —Oounser, W. C. Druce; Bush, Q.C. 
Soicituns, West, King, Adams, § Co.; H. 8. Wennett. 








In re CLOUGH, BRADFORD BANKING COMPANY »v. CURE— 
North, J., 12th November. 


ParTNERSHIP—DeaTH oF Partner—Power oF Surviving Partner TO 
MORTGAGE ASSETs TO SECURE Prior Dest. 


In this case the question arose whether asurviving partner can mortgage 
assets of the firm to secure a past debt due by it. The facts were shortly 
these :—A firm of woolcombers, consisting of two partners, deposited with 
the plaintiffs, their bankers, certain d to secure the balance on the 
firm’s current account. One of the partners died, whereupon the bank 
required the surviving partner to give them further security for the 
balance of account. He accordingly deposited with them a contract for 
the purchase of some land, and gave them a memorandum _— that 
the document so deposited should be held on the same terms as the former 
deeds, and as if the contract in question had formed part of the original 
deposit. The contract was part of the assets of the firm. The k 
brought this action to realize their securities. The administrator of the 
deceased partner denied the surviving partner’s right to mo assets 
of the firm for a past debt. Norru, J., in giving ee, said the case 
then before him differed from Butchart v. Dresser (4 G. M. & G. 540) 
in the fact that here the further deposit was for a past debt, while in that 
case it was for a present advance. The creditors had pressed for further 
security, and if they had not got it, might have realized at once. The 
consideration for the further security given was abstention from realiza- 
tion—i.e., time had been given—and the case of Oldershaw v. King (2 H. 
& N. 517) showed that giving further time to pay was a sufficient 
consideration for additional security. He had no doubt that the surviving 
partner could validly give this extra security, seeing that he might have 
paid the debt out of the assets of the firm ; and, moreover, the authority 
of the surviving partner continued for the purpose of winding up the 
partnership.—CounsgL, Fischer, Q.0., and J. G. Wood; G. W. Williamson ; 
B. Eyre. Soxtcrrors, Flower ¢ Nussey ; Layton § Co. 





FORD v. MIESCKE—Q. B. D., 16th November. 


Practice—Servick or Writ out oF JURISDICTION—CERTIFICATE INSTEAD 
or AFrFipavit oF SERVICE. 


In this case the question arose whether a certificate made by « process 
server of service of a writ out of the jurisdiction would be accepted by 
the court instead of the ordinary affidavit of service. An action had been 
commenced in this country by the plaintiff against the defendant, who 
resided out of the jurisdiction, in Colberg, in Pomerania. Leave was 
obtained for service on the defendant in Germany, and the writ and notice 
of the writ were forwarded to that country and duly served on the defen- 
dant by an official process server, who had taken an oath duly to serve 
writs. The writ was returned with a memorandum of service indorsed, 
and a certificate of service made by the process server to the following 
effect: —‘‘I, the undersigned, process server E. 8. in Colberg, hereby 
certify that I have delivered in person a document of the same tenour as 
the foregoing instrument (the writ), = order of the solicitors, J. E. Fox 
& Co., to R. Miescke, merchant, in the firm of E. R., of Colberg, this 
morning, in his place of business, and a copy of this deed for the purpose 
of the delivery.” This certificate was signed and sealed by the process 
server, and attested by a notary. It appears that the Foreign Office has 

iven instructions to consuls in Germany not to administer oaths to 

rman subjects, and, consequently, no affidavit of service had been 
obtained. The Court refused to accept the certificate in lieu of an affidavit, 
suggesting that a British subject might be found to accompany the 
process server, or to serve the writ and then be sworn before the British 
consul.—CounseL, Hon. B. Coleridge. Soxscrrors, J. E. Fox § Co. 


Ez parte MIDWORTH—Q. B. D., 16th November. 
Practice—Briu or Sate—Inyunctron—Ex PARTE MOTION TO SET ASIDB. 


Huddleston, B., at chambers had ted an interim injunction under 
section 7 of the Bills of Sale Act, 1882, restraining the grantees of a bill 
of sale, of which 8. A. Midworth was the grantor, from removing or dis- 
posing of the chattels therein comprised, and on a later day made the 
injunction bw nape The grantees moved ex parte before the Divisional 
Court, consisting of Potiock, B., Manisty and Smrrn, JJ., to have the 
order set aside. The Covrr said that the object of the Judicature Act, 
1873, s. 50, and ord. 52, r. 2, was todo away with rules nisi, whether in 
an action or otherwise ; that if new evidence was to be used on the motion 
the grantees should apply to the judge at chambers ; if the motion was 
made on the old evidence 1t was an sem. and notice should be given to 
the other side.—Counsri, Poulter. Soxscrrors, Godfrey ¢ Robertson, 


JONES v. THOMAS—Q. B. D., 18th November. 
Linst—Privitecep ComMUNICATION—PrEseNcE OF Orusr Persons at True 
or CoMMUNICATON, 


The defendant and one Davis were present, as were also their employer 
and the defendant's wife, at a meeting at which one W. Thomas made 


a statement which the defendant wrote down, d that he, W. 
Thomas, had been guilty of robbing their employer with the connivance 
of the plaintiff, and promising to repay the amount so taken by weekly 


instalments. Tne defend mt, after writing down, read out this state- 
ment, and a day later showed it to Davis and obtained his signature to 
it as witness. Evidence was given that the defeniiat kaevy when 
going to this meeting, to which he took his wife, that a charge was to 
be made against the plaintiff. An action for libel was brought in the 
county court, and the —— obtained a verdict. On motion to enter 
the verdict for the defendant, it was contended that the mere presenc> 
of other persons on the occasion of making a ‘statement which was 
in other respects privileged, did not take away the privilege. Pottock, B , 
said the law was well settled, that the mere accidental presence of other 

rsons at the time when a privileged communication is made does not 
y itself destroy the protection given by the law. In this case it was 
admitted that there was no evidence of direct malice; the statement 
taken down in the presence of the employer and read out at that time 
was undoubtedly privileged, for what the defendant did was for his 
employer’s benefit. The question was, whether the persons who were 
present had no right to have been present, or should not in the natural 
course of things have been present, or had been taken there by the 
defendant for some purposes of his own. If any of these positions was 
the true one, it might be said that the defendant had exceeded or abused 
the occasion, there a be evidence of express malice, and the 
defendant would not protected. The fellow-workman and the 
defendant's wife had not been brought officiously to serve any private 
purpose of the defendant, but in the case of the workman there was 
almost a right to be present, because of his interest in the matter, 
and the presence of the wife might be explained by the natural circum- 
stances of the case. Manisry, J., deli judgment to the same effect. 
As the court considered that they had all the circumstances of the case 
before it, the verdict was entered for the defendant.—Counset, Zvans ; 
Upjohn. Soxtcrrors, Hacon § Turner, for Beddoe, Abardare; Schultz § Son, 
for Gwilym C. James. 





BANKRUPTCY CASES. 
Ex parte ROBARTS, Re GILLESPIE—Q. B. D., 9th and 16th November 


Brit or Excuancs —DisHonour—Payrment Aproap— Damacses— Re-sx- 
CHANGE—Biiis or Excuaneg Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vicr. c. 61), s. 57. 


This case raised the question of the right of the drawer of a bill of 
exchange to claim against the acceptor after dishonour damages which he 
has been compelled to pay for eee. The bankrupts, who were 
West India merchants, had accepted drawn by the executors of a 
lady residing at Trinidad. These bills were dishonoured, and the drawers 
alleged that they had paid or were liable to pay. 

By an Act of the Legislature of the Island of Tobago, it 
on any bill of exchange returned to the island duly protested, to the 


cent., together with interest and protesting. 

trustee in bankruptcy rejected that part of the executors’ proof in which 
they claimed this ten per cent. as damages. This was an appeal from his 
decision. Cavs, J., after taking time to consider, delivered judgment on 
November 16, holding that whatever doubt there may have been before 
the case of Hamilton v. Walker (1 De G. F. & J. 602), it was impossible 
after that decision to say that an action for damages for re-exchange 
could not have been maintained. The question then arose as to the effect 
of the Bills of Exchange Act on the previous law. Section 57 deals with 
re-exchange of another character, and refers to what may be claimed as 
liquidated damages. He held that that section referred to 
liquidated damages for the purpose of Se eee 


legislative 
enactment, yet that statute must be in evidence, and in every case 
the court would require evidence of the amount of damages of this nature. 


The claim would be allowed, subject to the 


the executors were liable to or had these damages.—Oovcnss1, 
Herbert Reed ; Cohen, Q.C., Yate Lee. Sourcrrors, Lowless ; Drwuces, 
Jackson, $ Atlee. 


Ex parte FENTON, In re SISSLUDY—Q. B. D., 17th November. 


Practice—Banxrvprey Russ, 1883, x. 173—Rezscrron ny Trvsres oF 
Proor arrer Fovurrren Days. 


This case raised an interesting point of practice under the Bankru 
Rules, 1883. The ap : on September 13, 

was received by the official receiver, but he not, as required by rule 173 
of the Bankruptcy Rules, 1883, in writing either admit or reject it w 

or in part, or require further evidence in support of it, but, on October 27, 
he handed over all the proofs to the trustee on his tment. Nothing 
further was done till May 9, when, for the 
the trustee examined the proofs, and in wri rejected the *s. 
The registrar of the county court held that, inasmuch as the proof was 
left on the file after the fourteen days, the trustee must be taken to have 
admitted it, and he could not afterwards reject it. no enate G 
Cave and Day, JJ., held that the omission to admit or reject by the 
official receiver was neglect of duty on his part; but the Act was express, 
the admission mast be Sa welling, and 0 mere coniesion to do is Suly ty 
the official receiver could not be construed as an admission in writing. 
was clear that in any event the trustee was entitled, under schedule 2, 
rule 23, to apply at any time to expunge this proof, and the only effect 
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of the registrar’s decision was that some days afterwards he would be 

to hear substantially the same motion on an application different 
in form. It would have been better if, instead of allowing the money of 
the estate to be wasted in costs, he had, when all the parties were before 
him, treated the application as one to expunge. ‘The court overruled the 
objection, and sent the case down to be heard on the merits.—Covnsg1, 
Soxicrtorns, Pitman ¢ Son; H. J. 


Cooper Willis, Q.C.; Muir Mackenzie. 
Ram, for Liewellyn § Ackrill, Tunstall. 





CASES AFFECTING SOLICITORS. 
MELLOR +. THOMPSON—C. A. No. 2, 18th November. 
‘ HEARING IN CAMERA—JURISDICTION. 


This was an appeal from an order made by A. L. Smith, J., as Vacation 
disclosing certain 
matters which had been communicated to him in that character by a 
client. The case was heard by A. L. Smith, J., in camerd. On the 
mdent’s counsel asked that it might be 
that if it was heard in open court the 
very object of the injunction would, if it should be upheld, be frustrated. 
The appellant's counsel dectined to consent, and claimed a right to have 


Judge, restraining the defendant, a solicitor, from 


opening of the appeal the res 
heard in cameré, on the 


the case heard in public. The conrt (Lord Harssvry, C., and Bowen and 
Fry, L.JJ.), held that in a proper case there was jurisdiction to hear an 

in private, and, acting on the statement of the respondent’s 
counsel, they decided to do so.—Covnszt, Millar, Q.C., and 7. W. Chitty ; 


A. Charles, Q.C., and A, Cock. Soxtcrrons, Smiles, Binyon, § Ollard ; 
Church, Rendell, § Co. 







HicH Court oF JusticeE—QUEEN’s BENCH Division. 
(Sittings at Nisi Prius, before Lord CoLErmee, C.J., and a Special 
Jury.) 

Nov. 13.—Marks v. Rae. 


In this action one Thomas Marks, who conducted his own case, sued 
one John Rae, since deceased, for damages which he alleged he had sus- 
tained owing to his (the defendant’s) negligence in the conduct of certain 
lawsuits and other legal business in which he (the plaintiff) had employed 
the oe wang solicitor. The defence denied all the various acts of 

Lumley Smith,Q.C.,and Tindal Atkinson appeared for the defendant’s 
legal personal representatives. 

In summing up the case to the jury, 

Lord Cotextnce said that before dealing with the evidence it was 

to explain to them what the nature of the action was. It 
ip said, an action charging a solicitor, who since the com- 
mencement of the action had died, with negligence in connection with 
in legal transactions for the conduct of which the plaintiff had retained 
him (the defendant) in his professional capacity. ere was no doubt 
that any special professional man or expert, such, for instance, as a doctor, 
a lawyer, or an engineer, undertook with those who employed him to 
i whatever duties he had been especially retained for with all the 
skill, and diligence that could be reasonably expected of 
e circumstances of each particular case. This was all he was 
and though the result was failure, no action for n ce 
That such an action should lie he must have 
breach of duty. This principle was so 
a Brougham, Campbell, and Lyndhurst, 
judges ever graced the bench, that he would 
o> said ain hiss int in a veh en 
Brougham, udgment the: , havi 
nat of the iff's claim in that action, cm 
:—“ It is the very essence of this kind of action that it depends, not 
having received, if I may so it in common parlance, bad 
m the solicitor, nor upon the solicitor or attorney having taken 
pon himself to advise him, and having given erroneous advice—advice 
which the result proved to be wrong, and in consequence of which error 
the parties suing under that mistake were deprived and disappointed of 
receiving a benefit. But it is of the yery essence of this action that there 
should be a negligence of a crass description, which we call crassa 
negligentia ; that there should be gross negligence ; that the man who has 
undertaken to perform the duty of an attorney, or of a surgeon, or an 
y geen Binder case may be), should have undertaken to discharge a 
uty lly for which he was very ill qualified, or, if not ill 
to discharge it, which he had so negligently discharged as to 
his employer, or deprive him of the t which he had a 
to expect from the service. That is the very ground Lord Mansfield 
laid down in that case to which my noble and learned friend on the 
has referred a little while ago, and which is also referred to in 
the printed papers. It was stil) more expressly laid down by Lord 
Efienborough in the case of Blaikie v. Chandicu B Camp. 17), ause 
there Lord Ellenborc uses the expression, ‘An attorney is only liable 
for crassa m vay erefore, the record must bring before the court a 
case of that either by statin ee ee ee 2 eee wh - 
once perceive, although g allege terms, to 
peeente-semetaing 20 ¢ that no man can doubt of it; or, if 
not be the case, then he must use the very averment that it was 
ontia.” Again, his lordship proceeded, in the same case Lord 
said on this “The law must be the same in all countries 
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never been supposed to guarantee the soundness of his advice. I am sure 
I should fate sorry when I had the honour of practising at the bar of 
England, if barristers had been liable to such a responsibility. Though I 
was tolerably cautious in giving opinions, I have no doubt that I have 
repeatedly given erroneous ions. . . . Against the barrister in 
England and the advocate in Scotland, luckily, no action can be main- 
tained. But against the attorney, the professional adviser, or the pro- 
curator an action may be maintained. But it is only if he has 
been guilty of gross et because it would be monstrous 
to say that he is responsible for even falling into what must be 
considered a mistake.”” Lord Lyndhurst in his turn had also said in 
that case, ‘‘ When such an action is brought against a solicitor, he is 
liable merely in cases where he has shown a want of reasonable skill, 
or where he has been guilty of gross negligence, or a case of breach of 
duty.’’ The Lord Chief Justice resumed his summing up, and went 
carefully over the salient points of the evidence upon which the plaintiff 
based his action, dealing scriatim with each of his several charges, and 
finally left it to the jury to say whether Mr. Rae’s conduct in the various 
matters complained of came -within the definition laid down by the 
authorities he had cited to them. 

The jury, without leaving the box, found a verdict on all the issues for 
the defendant. 

Lord Coxeripgs said, in e838 
action he had never seen to court, and, although it was not 
asked, his order should be for immediate execution. In reply to the 
plaintiff the learned judge told him he might go to the Divisional Court 


giving polgmant, that a more 
t 


if he liked, and if he (the judge) were wrong no doubt he would be set 
right ; but he would grant no stay, for he had already said his order was 
immediate ex 


ion. — Times. 








ELECTION LAW. 
Higu Court oF JusTICE—QUEEN’s BENCH DIVISION, 
(Before Pottock, B., and Mawisty and Smirn, JJ.) 


Nov. 16.—In the Matter of the late London School Board Election, Ex parte 
Mark Wilks, 


This was an application, on the part of a candidate at the late election 


for the London School Board, for an order under the Corrupt Practices 
Act relieving him from any penalties or disabilities he might be deemed 
to have incurred by reason of any inadvertent breaches of the provisions 
of the Act. The Act contains provisions against ‘illegal practices,” 
among which having committee rooms in public-houses or similar places 
or issuing bills without printers’ names are included, and some of such 
acts avoid the election, while others only incur penalties. But the Act 
contains a power to the court in cases of mere inadvertence to relieve the 
party from such alties; and on the present occasion 

Freeman moved, on the Brees of Mr. Mark Wilks, for such an order, he 
having been one of those ed. 
Mackenzie, on the part of an unsuccessful candidate, opposed the appli- 
cation, saying that he intended to petition against the election on these 
and other grounds, and that, therefore, the question ought not to be 

udged. 

Pee Court said they were by no means clear that the Acts referred to 
would avoid the election, but they Goneet that to decide the question 
now, and indirectly, would be undesirable; and so, understanding that a 
petition was to be presented, they postponed the matter until it arose 
upon that petition. 
App on accordingly refused for the present.— Zimes. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


UNITED LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


At a meeting of the above society, held on the 9th inst., Mr. C. P. Kains- 
Jackson moved, ‘‘ That compulsory elementary education should include 
ious instruction.” He did not specify any creed, bvt merely referred 
to the teaching of a theism. He was supported by Mr. Bull, Mr. Hagreen 
(visitor), and Mr. Ramsdale, the last-named gentleman adding that a non- 
sectarian code of theism might be adopted. The motion was opposed by 
Mr. Elgood and Mr. Marshall, but, on being put to the vote, was carried 
with one dissentient. 

At a meeting of the above society, held on Monday, the 16th inst., at 
the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, a vote of confidencein Lord Salisbury’s 
Government was carried, with only two dissentients, in a very large 


meeting. Dr. Bateman Napier opened the opposition, and was followed 
by Mr. Edmonds. Mr. Edgar Ramedale supported the vote of confidence, 
and was followed by Mr. Goodall, Mr. Munday, My. Batchelor, and Mr. 
Yates. 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 


The usnal motiy moet was held on T last, at the Law Inasti- 
tution, Chancery- ; ie Wilmot E. Bim in the chair. The 
question for debate was, ‘‘ That the decision of the Court of Appeal Woe 
case of Be Cape Breton Gi vision, ber, ’ 

The differen amongst the 





law bas been ered a wclence. The professional aAviser has 


‘ompany, Li. R. 
was wrong.” ce of Ww 
learned judges fleciding the case occasioned avery animated debate. Mr. 
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G. Kirk opened the debate in the affirmative, and was followed on the 
same side by Messrs. A. 8. Harris, Cautley, Norman, and Windus, and 
was per by Messrs. A. H. Bennett, Woodhouse, Swinhoe, Riddell, 
Rowsell, and Brightman. The opener having replied, and the chairman 
having omy summed up the question to the meeting, it was decided in 
the negative by a majority of ten. 


CALLS TO THE BAR. 


The under-mentioned gentlemen were on Tuesday called to the bar:— 

Lincoun’s-1nN.—Thomas William Tindal, M.A., Cambridge; Henry 
Cunningham, M.A., Queen’s University, Ireland; Francis Plumptre 
Beresford Osmaston, B.A., Oxford; Algernon Cunliffe Bowring, B.A., 
Cambridge; Walter Parry Haskett-Smith, B.A., Oxford; Evan Lewis 
Thomas, M.A., Cambridge; Ernest Sidney Berrie Biddell, B.A., 
Cambridge ; John Lees Casson, B.A., Cambridge ; Henry Arthur Colmore 
Dunn, B.A., Oxford; James Bargrave Wyborn Wilson; William 
Erskine Reid, B.A., LL.M.,] Cambridge; Charles Elliott Edward Jenkins, 
B.A., Oxford ; William Paley Baildon; Richard Fisher, B.A., Oxford ; 
and Charles Herbert Tylee, M.A., Oxford. 

Inner Tempie. — Charles Edward Buckland, B.A., Oxford; John 
Charles Medd, M.A., Oxford ; Samuel Henry Jeyes, M.A., Oxford; Arthur 
Hubert Pearson, B.A., Oxford; Alfred Edward Staniland, B.A., Oxford ; 
Frederick Theophilus Treeby, B.A., Cambridge; Arthur James Walter 
(holder of a Scholarship in Equity, awarded Feb , 1885), LL.B., 
London ; Frederick Arthur Sibley, B.A., LL.B., Cambridge; Charles 
Howard Tripp, B.A., Cambridge; Arthur Lynn Bristowe, B.A., Oxford ; 
Charles Leslie Stawell, B.A., LL.B., Cambridge; Robert William 
Frederick Harrison; Francis William Clark, B.A., Oxford; Lawrence 
Arthur Adamson, B.A., Oxford; John Tayler Wills, B.A., Oxford; 
Arthur Edmund du Buisson, B.A., Oxford; Wm. Ellis Hill, B.A., 
Oxford; Charles Lutley Sclater-Booth, B.A., Oxford; Peter Geo. 
Stanhope Payne (holder of a Scholarship in Common Law awarded 
February, 1885), B.A., Oxford; Edmund Backworth, B.A., Oxford; 
Alfred Geo. Lascelles, B.A., Oxford; Stephen Andy; John Gratton 
Dickson, Cambridge; Francis Buller Howell; Benjamin Webster ; 
Walter Henry Sypet, B.A., LL.B., Cambridge; Percivall Chase Parr, 
B.A., Oxford; Philip Bridges; William George Pearce, B.A., LL.B., 
Cambridge; Harry Francis Cockburn, B.A., Oxford; Robert Percy 
Francis Wilkinson Simpson ; Richard Edmund Mitcheson, M.A., Oxford ; 
Henry Gonne; Reginald Henry Coke, B.A., LL.B., Cambridge; and 
William Josiah Disturnal, B.A., LL.B., Cambridge. 

Mippte Tempite.—James Frederick Snaith, B.A., Emmanuel College, 
Cambridge; Frederic Kennedy Wilson Girdlestone, M.A., “) 
University; Frederic Henry Fisher, B.A., London University ; ;Adam 
Walker; Rupert Theodore Walton Sercombe, B.A., Exeter College, 
Oxford ; Charles Frederick Napier, B.A., Keble College, Oxford ; Joseph 
Thompson, B.A., Lincoln College, Oxford ; Charles Montague Neale, 
University of London; Philip Noble Fawcett,, B.A., LL.B., Clare 
College, Cambridge ; William Marno Slorach ; Cyril Lloyd Jones, M.A., 
M.B., Caius College, Cambridge, and M.D., Trinity College, Dublin ; 
Frederic Grimsdale, B.A., LL.B., Trinity College, Cambridge ; Archibald 
Grant ; Charles Gross, M.B. and B.S., University of London, and M.R.S.C. 
England ; Edward D. Evans; James Ernest Spencer; Benjamin Gregory 
Wilkinson ; Joseph Craven; and Albert J. L. Maingot. 

Gray’s-Inn.—Emest William Jordan, and Bertram Lisle. 








LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Joun Knox WearuerneaD, solicitor (of the firm of Sanderson & 
Weatherhead), of Berwick-upon-Tweed, has been appointed Under- 
Sheriff of the Town and County of the Town of Berwick-upon-Tweed 
4 — ensuing year. Mr, Weatherhead was admitted a solicitor in 

io. 


_ Sir Farrer Herscuert, Q.0., M.P., has been appointed a Deputy- 
Lieutenant for the County of Durham. 


Mr. Satomon Sryer, solicitor, of 56, New Broad-street, has been 
appointed a Commissioner of Lieutenancy for the City of London. Mr. 
Spyer was admitted a solicitor in 1851. He isa common councilman for 
Broad-street Ward. 


Mr. Ernest Gairrirus, solicitor, of Bishops Castle, has been elected 
Town Clerk of the newly-incorporated borough of Bishops Castle. Mr. 
Griffiths was admitted a solicitor in 1872. 


Mr. Anprew Matcotm Bargson (of the firm of Bateson & Hutchinson), 
ci Harrogate, Ripon, and ne ane, has been elected Ulerk to the 
Magistrates for the Borough of Harrogate. Mr. Bateson was admitted 
a solicitor in 1869. 


Mr. Henry Avexanper Grrrarp, Q.C., has been elected a Bencher of 
Liucoln’s-inn. 
Mr, Witu1am Henry Woops, solicitor (of the firm of Chittock & 
Woods), of Norwich, has been appointed Under-Sheriff of that city for 
the ensuing year. Mr. Woods was admitted a eolicitor in 1874. 


Mr. Epwaxpv Ronzers, solicitor (of the firm of Lloyd & Roberta), of 
Ruthin and Bala, has been elected an Alderman for the Boro of 


Mr. Rozert Beatriz Nicuousoy, solicitor, of Lowestoft, has been 

elected Town Clerk to the newly- Borough of Lowestoft. 

Mr. Nicholson was admitted a solicitor in 1871, 

a. bie y- : oan neta of ie a has been o 
uty -She: a Returning Officer Sowerby 
P We orkshire. Mr. 


the West Ri of Sager was admitted a solicitor in 
oe to the Todmorden Board of Guardians and Assessment 
ittee. 


Mr. Henry Fox Bristowz, Q.C., Vice-Chancellor of the Palatine 
Court of Lancaster, has been elected Treasurer of the Middle Temple for 
the ensuing year. 

Mr. Henry Danret Moopy Paez, solicitor and notary, of ee eg 
has been appointed Under-Sheriff of the Town and County of the Town 
of Southampton for the ensuing year. Mr. Page was admitted a solicitor 
in 1874. 

Mr. James Watrer Frrenp, solicitor of Exeter, has been appointed 
Under-Sheriff of that city for the ensuing year. Mr. Friend was 

a solicitor in 1846. 

Mr. Warren Wriuiams Arrowsmitu Tres, solicitor, of Worcester and 
Malvern, has been bg my Under-Sheriff of the City of Worcester for 
the ensuing year. . Tree is the son of Mr. James solicitor. He 
is an LL.B. of the University of London, and he was admitted a solicitor 
in 1876. 

Mr. Joun Lams, solicitor and notary of the county court, Birkenhead, 
has been cogetates a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme 
Court of Judicature 

Mr. Wi1114m Burp, solicitor, has been elected Town Clerk of the — 
incorporated Borough of Okehampton. Mr. Burd is registrar of 
Okehampton County Court. He was admitted a solicitor in 1870. 


LEGAL MAYORS. 


Mr. Josuva Rowntrex, solicitor (of the firm of Drawbridge & Rowntree), 
of Scarborough, has been elected Mayor of that borough for the ensuing 
year. Mr. Rowntree was admitted a solicitor in 1866. His partner, Mr. 
William Drawbridge, is official receiver in bankruptcy for the Scar- 
borough district. 

Mr. Rozert Humpxrey Roserts, solicitor, of Denbigh, has been elected 
Mayor of that borough for the ensuing year. Mr. Roberts was admitted 
a solicitor in 1865. 


Mr. Lewis Levy, barrister, has been elected Mayor of the City of 
Rochester for the aa Mr. Levy is the second son of Mr. John 
Lewis Levy. He was ed to the bar at the Middle Temple in June, 
1880, and he is a member of the South-Eastern Circuit. He is one of the 
borough aldermen. 

Mr. Jonn Evstace Grunsg, barrister, has been elected Mayor of the 
Borough of Southwold for the ing year. Mr. Grubbe is the second 
son of Mr. John Grubbe, and was born in 1815. He was educated at Eton 
and at Pembroke College, Oxford, and he was called to the bar at the 
Inner Temple in Trinity Term, 1841. He is a magistrate for Southwold 
and for the county of Suffolk. 

Mr. Freperick Vivian Hitt, solicitor (of the firm of Grylls, Hill, & 
Hill), of Helston, has been elected Mayor of that borough for the ensuing 
year. Mr. Hill is clerk to the magistrates for the West Kerrier Division 
of the county of Cornwall. He was admitted a solicitor in 1853. 


PARTNERSHIP DISSOLVED. 

Paterson, Sons, & GaRnzr, 7, Bouverie-street, E.C., and 
Woo ts, Parerson, & Garnzr, Ux . Nov. 10. The London business 
will henceforward be carried on by John Yates and the 
Uxbridge business by William Garner. [ Gazette, Nov. 13.] 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 


CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Orper or Covrr. 
Friday, the 13th day of November, 1885. 


Whereas, from the present state of the business before Mr. Justice 
Kay, Mr. Justice Chitty, Mr. Justice North, and Mr. Justice Pearson 
respectively, it is ex t that a portion of the causes assigned to 
Mr. Justice Kay, Mr. Justice Chitty, and Mr. Justice Pearson, should for 
the p trial or be transferred to Mr. Justice North ; 
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up by the re = on and set up in the several offices of the Chancery 
Division of the High Court of Justice. 

Frest Scoepvrez. 

From Mr. Justice Kay _— Actions). 
Lacy v Winby 1884 L 2,995 June9 
Germ. Milling Co, ldv Robinson 1884 G 1,650 June 11 
Munday v More 1885 M 1,203 Junell 
In re Slackwood, Greenwood ¥ Garwood 1884 G 1,251 June 1l 
Mayor, &c of Preston v Fulwood Local Bd, Fulwood Local Bd v Mayor of 
Preston 1884 M 4,957 June 13 

Symonds v City Bank ld 1884 S 613 Junel5 
Verney v Thomas 1884 V 321 June 15 
Field vy Turner 1885 ‘ 651 June 16 
In re H. & W. Newman. White v Newman 1885 N 1,039 June 24 
Wheeley v Godden 1885 W 919 June 24 
Crowtherv Corpe 1885 C 1,054 June 24 
Cooke v Cutts, widow 1885 CG 1,303 June 24 
Sloman v Rees 1883 S 5,691 June 25 
Gummow v Sprague, Sprague vy Gummow 1884 G 959 June 26 
Burgess v Hacker 1885 B 2,444 June 29 
Cochrane v Sangster 1885 C 1,201 June 30 
Martin v Fi 1884 M 1,470 July 4 
Hart v 1 1884 H 4,995 July 10 
Learoyd v Learoyd 1885 L 1,092 July il 
Waters v Sir J WC Hartopp 1884 W 1,834 July13 


Szconp ScHEDvLe. 
Actions from Mr. Justice Chitty for transfer to Mr. Justice North. 
Blakeney v Ashbrooke 1884 B 5,475 July 4 
Pollock & Cov Horne 1885 P 1,066 July 4 
Plaskitt v Bath 1884 P 2,936 July 4 
Robertson v Hartopp 1877 R 5 July6 
Siemens, Bros & Co v Lord Elphinstone 1885 S 903 July7 
Andrade v Patman & Fotheringham 1885 A 495 July7 
Bensuade vShuttleworth 1884 B 1,415 July 8 
Scheiterlein v Cronmire 1885 S 884 July 10 
Doyle v Northumberland Avenue Hotel Co 1884 D 1,733 July 11 
Lon C & D Ry Co v South Eastern Ry Co 1885 L 3,267 July 14 
Heynes v Stapleton 1884 H 4,092 July 15 
Forster v Martin 1885 F 819 July 21 
Campbell v Barrow 1885 C 2,270 July 21 
Bird vWeim 1885 B 149 July 22 
Hopkinson v Peruvian Guano Co 1883 H 2,847 July 27 
Bradley v Ashton & Green, 1d 1884 B 5,227 July 28 
Baguley v Akrill 1885 B 1,695 July 28 
Eager v Brighton General Omnibus Co 1885 M 702 July 28 
= a Bowden, Bowden v Bridges, Hearn v Bowden 1885 B 5,81 
Veversv Green 1884 V 1 July 29 
In re W Garrard, Popplewell v Garrard 1884 G 2,660 July 30 
Leitch vy Abbott 1884 L 3,076 Augl 
Leney v Leney 1885 L 1,488 Aug 4 
Bevan v Lewis 1885 B 596 Aug7 
In re M L Pratt, dec, Pratt v Pratt, Pratt v Pratt 1883 P 1,111 Aug8 
Inre ER Pratt, dec, In re J Pratt, dec, Pratt v Pratt, In re M L Pratt, 
dec 1883 P 1,272 Aug8 

Tune vCarnochan 1884 T 2,056 Aug 8 
Spencer v Cail, Bartlett & Co 1885 8 1,196 Aug 10 


v Lon & Westmr Bk ld 1885 A 353 Aug 11 
Nutty Movie 1885 N 337 Aug lI 


Williams v Colonial Bank 1d 1884 W 672 Aug12 

Same v Lon Chartered Bk of Australia 1884 W 696 Aug 12 
Same v Peel River Land & Mineral Co,1d 1884 W 671 Aug12 
Taylorv Ward 1885 T 111 Aug 12 

In re Bulmer, dec, Bulmer v Bulmer 1885 B 2,856 Aug 12 
Salaman ¥ Straker & Co 1885 S aa Aug 13 

Cosh v Martin 1884 C 5,041 Aug 13 

Ryder v Rowley 1885 R 1,106 Aug 14 


Turp Scuepvre. 
In re Brogden, Bl Mr. Brogd a far ges 
v en 7 une 12 
past vShilcock 1885 G 182 June 12 
ee tole 1885 1,791 June 17 
ateon, Carlton vy Carlton 1880 W 126 June 20 
Lioya v Evans 1883 L 2,993 June 23 
Tles ¥ 1885 I 254 June 25 
Delmar v 1885 D 440 June 26 
Briar v Barker 1882 B 6,957 June 29 
Raddall v Curteis 1885 R 663 June 31 
Bell-Irving ¢ Troutbeck 1883 B 593 July 6 
Turnham v Garrett, Whitaker & Co 1885 650 July 7 
Greig v Fowler 1885 G 833 oa? 
Cox v P: 1885 C 1,689 July 9 
Kelsal v 1885 K 25 July 10 
oe of Lothian v Chetwynd, Talbot and ors 1884 L 789 
my 
Fatma oe rd ae lh gy 1884 B 5,198 July 13 
Richardson v Eso f 


July 17 
Lowe’ Becerra 1886 L 6 July 18 
Ecclesiastical Commrs for England vy Withers 1894 E 1,093 “tae? 
Earl of v Securities Co, 1d 1885 H 195 


Haexvar, OC, 





ce 


OBITUARY. 


MR, CONWAY WHITHORNE LOVESY. 


Mr. Conway Whithorne Lovesy, barrister, died at Cheltenham on the 
15th inst. Mr. Lovesy was the second son of Mr. Conway Whithorne 
Lovesy, of Charlton Kings, Gloucestershire, and was born in 1818. He 
was ¢ducated at Queen’s College, Oxford. He was called to the bar at 
the Middle Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1845, and he formerly practiscd 
cn the Oxford Circuit. He edited Archbold’s “ Quarter Sessions 
Practice,’ and he was the author of a treatise on ‘‘ The Law of Arbitra- 
tion between Masters and Workmen.”’ Mr. Lovesy was for many years a 
captain mm the Soath Gloucestershire Militia. He was a police magistrate 
in the Island of Trinidad from 1871 till 1873, when he was appointed a 

uisne judge of the — Court of the Colony of British Guiana, but 
[ retired in 1878. Lovesy was’a magistrate for Gloucestershire. 
He was married, in 1847, to the v4 | daughter of Rear-Admiral Edward 
Lloyd, but he became a widower in 1883. 








A company has been formed with a capital of £60,000, in £1 shares, 
to acquire the business and goodwill of Messrs. Rowe & Co. ’ printers, 
ttationers, &c. The business was origina)ly founded in 1743 in Change- 
alley. The prospectus states that the surviving owner, Mrs. Rowe, who is 
advanced in years and now almcst entirely deprived of her sight, is 
cesirous of retiring from the business, and has, therefore, decided to 
turn it into a lmuted liabilit company, retaining, however, a sub- 
stantial interest in shares. e auditor’s certificate shows that the 
average profits for the past twenty years have amounted to 6} per cent., 
and it is anticipated in the prospectus that, as a joint stock concern with 
the extensions proposed, a profit of 10 per cent., or even more, may Le 

















earned. 
COURT PAPERS, 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURHE. 
Rota OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 
Date! APPEAL Coune Arras O CourT y o Bacon. Mr. tation 
Mon., Nov. 23 Mr. Jackson Mr. Ward Mr. Carrington Mr. Bing 
Tuesday ... Carrington Pemberton Jackson Farre 
Sthiigtce Pugh Ward Carringtor fog’ 
a” Fe} Lavie Pemberton Jackson Farrer 
riday ...... 27 eal . Ward earenston King 
Saturday .. 28 Leac Pemberton Jackso Farrer 
Mr. Justice Mr. can Mr. Justice 
CHITTY. NorTH. PEARSON, 
. 23 Mr. Clowes Mr. Lavie Mr. Leach 
. 24 Koe Pugh Beal 
. 6 Clowes Lavie Leach 
ws 26 Koe Pugh Beal 
27 Clowes Lavie Leach 
28 Koe Pugh Beal 
COMPANIES. 


WINDING. UP OP NOTICES. 


CROOKE’S MINING AND SMELTING ComP. any, LIMITED. — Creditors are required, on 
or before Dec 10, to send _ their names es and addresses, and the particulars of 
their debts or ims, to Horace Woodburn Kirby, 4, Coleman st. Saturday, 
p~ a 9, at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and 


Crown  Muvenan Watrrs Company, Lim1TED.—By an ord? Wade by Chitty, J., 
dated Nov 5, it was ordered that the voluntary w ding uP 4 the company be 
continued. ‘A)gar. Abchurch Jane, solicitor for the petitioner 

Harrow Brick and Tire Company, LimITED.—Kay, o» ae fixed Nov 25, at 12, 
at his chambers, Sos the appointment of an official liquidator 

H oREHOUND —_ BrEWERY COMPANY, TED.— Pearson, J., has by an ose, 
dated noes? Creditors are 2 Joseph pe ag 7, Ironmonger jane, to be offi 
Reyite ‘tors are ee on or before Dec iz, to send their ~ om 
and aiiaeen and the of their debts or claims, totheabove. Mon- 

A Dec 27, at 1, is ph mine y for or hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and 


ScovELL’s HaMepiy Fisnentes Company, LIMITED. Bontheane J., Rms by an order, 


dated Nov [ a = William Henry Davis, ton, to be official 
uired, on or before Dec 4, to —- their names 


liquidator. 
ona addresses, and the pant culars of their debts or claims, to the above. 
Friday, Dec 18, at 11, is appointed for hearing and adjudieating upon the debts 


(Gacstte, Nov. 13.) 

A. W. Haut axp Co., Limirrp.—By an order made by Kay, J., dated Nov 7, it 
was ordered that the volun winding up of the company be continued. 
Finch end Co, Gray’s inn sq, solicitors for the petitioners 

LARMUTH AND Company, LimiteED.—By an order made by Pearson, J., dated 
Nov 7, it was a that the company be wound up. Oddy, Lombard st, 
solicit or for the petitioners 

a gavasy AND dng ace Cottxon, Liuitep.—Bacon, V.C., has appointed 

OV %, at ex Oo at his Tata Pe pe a) + ~ of ah official liquid ator 


P, ted 4 
Nit eviod 10 a oo haturday Rov te” Law and Wor 
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mand’ 6 in vacation for Kay, J., has by an 
a 5 Caatiemey, 4 Queen st. 
= vn or before 14, to send 

of their debts or Ap to the 

appointed for hearing and adjudicating 


SELF-ACTING acme Wan ime Company, LiMITED.—Creditors are souuived, on 
or before Dec 31, to send their names and addresses, and the hw 4 
debts or claims, to John Milton Broad, 35, Walbrook. Friday, Jan 15, at 12, is 
sppcnses 8 for or hearing and ac ots upon the debts and 

WEST —Kay, J., has b = = 
dated Oct Oct { ’ appointed Freduviek “Sacuan Smart, 22,’Queen st, fficial 

: iy Estates Company, Limirep.—Kay, J., has fixed Friday, Nov 
27, mat 3, at his chambers, for the appointment of an official liquidator 
TGasctte, Nov. 17.) 


UNLIMITED IN CHAN 
BRIGHTON District TRaMways COMPANY. Petition for winding up, Sg 
Nov 12, directed to be heard before Kay, J., on Nov 28. Hare and SS 
st, Strand. solicitors for = eee 
BRIGHTON DIsTRICT s Company.—Petition for winding wu up,» presented 
Nov 14, directed to be heard t before Kay, J., on Saturday, Nov 28. tton and 
Hilliard, Cornhill, solicitors for the petitioner 
(Gazette, Nov. 17.1 


CoUNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
IMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Oak INSURANCE CoMPANY, LIMITED.—Petition for winding up, presented Nov 11, 
directed to be heard before Fox-Bristowe, V.C., on Tuesday, Dec 1, at 10.30, at 
= George’s Hall, Liverpool. Richardson, Manchester, so citor for the peti- 

oner 

Pras SILVER LEAD MrntnG Company, Lrwrrep.—By an order made by Fox- 
Bristowe, V.C., dated Nov 9, it was ordered that the company be wound up. 
Lee, Manchester, petitioner in person 

[Gasette, Nov. 17.]} 


STANNARIES OF CORNWALL. 
LIMITED IN om 
DEVON or MrininG Company, LimiTED.— Petition for winding up, pre- 
sented Nov 7, directed to be heard t the Vice Warden, at the Prince’s 
Hall. ‘Trere, a Monday, Nev 23, at 12. Hodge and Co, Truro, solicitors for the 


petitioner 
[ Gazette, Nov. 13.] 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES Disso 
CouRT PRIDE OF THE oom A.O.F., Royal _- = Fisher st, Great 


Bridge, Stafford. Nov 9 
CovVENTRY BROTHERLY BENE ony Soceure, Great Meeting Vestry Room, Smith- 


ford st, Coventry, Warwick. Nov 1 


(Gazette, Nov. 13.]} 











CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 
LoswapaeE ABRAHAM Davi, Strand, Jeweller. Nov 17. Samuels v Loewen- 
stark, V.C.B. Raphael, Moorgate st 
SMITH, ARTHUR, Basildon, Berks, Esq. Dec 14. Smith v Smith, Pearson, J 


ey, Berner st 
{ Gazette, Nov. 13 } 


Broom, HENRY, ny po near Honiton. Deven, Yeoman. Nov 30. Richards v 
Broom, Registrar, Honiton. Friend, Exete 
ETZENSBERGER. ROBERT ULRicu, Midiand Grand Hotel, St Pancras, Manager. 
Dec 31. Ellis v Etzensberger, Chitty, J. Nicholson, Gt Winchester st 
HALL, FREDERIC THOMAS, Wray: sbury, Bucks, Solicitor. Dec23. Barker v Hall, 
Chitty, J. Denton and Co, Gray’s inn sq 
[ Gasette, Nov. 17.] 








CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VIcT. CAP 36. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM 


Basare, Semmsaem, Buxton, Derby, Chemist. Deo?. Johnson and Johnsons, 
ockpo! 
BARTLETT, GEORGE, Redbridge, Southampton, General Dealer. Dec 27. Stanton 
and Co, Southampton 
Buscme, Wiizae, Coventry, General Dealer. Dec 19. Woodcock and ('o, 
Joven 

CoorPER, Ranan, Sheffield. Dec 24. Brown and Son, Hartshead, Sheffield 
CUTLER, Rev HENRY GEORGE GERVASE, Brixham, Devon. Dee 31. mi and 


Saunders, Farnham 
DAVIES, Mary, Woodlands, near Denbigh. Dec 7. rery Je J ones. Dew 


LLIS, JOSEPH JOkL, Portland pl, Dec2i. Lewis and x Hetborn 
Frost, WILLIAM, Ripley, Derby, Ironmonger. Nov z ““Benke, ey 
GILLHAM, Henry, Asylum rd, Old Kent ra Li :8. Sturt, 





Tronmonger lane 
Gorna, ANN, Effingham crescent, Dover. Dec 2!. Mowll and Mowll, Dover 
GREEN, JAMES, Beckenham, Kent. Dec. Muntonand Morris, Queen Victoria st 
HARTSHORNE, EZkKIEgL, Moss Side, Lancaster, Gent. Dec 26. Smith and Co, 
anches' 
maw, RoBERT WILLIAM, Lowestoft, Suffolk, Tailor. Dec7. Nicholson, Lowes- 


HEILMANN, Rupotrn, Victoria pk, nr Manchester, Gent. Deco 15. Forshaw and 
Hawkins, Liverpool 
.— ALFRED Bacon, Fyzabad, India, Captain. Dec 5. Hansells and Hales, 


rw 
Hieetnson, Mary, Leamington Priors, Warwick. Dec 15. Hill 
aes, ae Birmingham, Steel Pen Manufacturer. Dec 31. Barlow and Co, 


Hirst, yy Batley, York. Dec 31. Behctegete and Taylor, Batley 

JARVIS, ELIZABETH, Eyam, Derby. Feb 27. Broomhead and Co, Sheffield 

Kunsitaw, Eeruzn, Fellsworth, Lancaster. Deo si. Clayton and Wilson, Ashton 
under Lyme 

MARSsHAM, CHARLES RopERtT, Stratton Strawless, Norfolk, Esq. Dec 5. Fosters 
and Burroughes, Norwich 

Mason, JOHN, Brid » Ohester, Farmer. Dec 31. Mair and Co, Macclesfield 

MarHew, FRANCIS, St orge’s sq. Belgravia, Civil Engineer. “Deo 32. Blount 
and Oo, Arundel st, Stran 

MxaTon, JOuUN gems canes Gloucester, Gent. Dec7. Smith, Gloucester 

PALMER, STEPHBN, Aldbourn, Wilts, Willow Manufacturer. Dec 1. Rowland, 


Saunp: CLEMENTINA, Over W: Hants. Dec 10. Footner and Son, Andover 
gt Ty eahrappheigmencedesenn 


Sim Co, Mi 
oom, J , Ab Wood. Gent. Sampson, gs De st, Chea 
a er tee West Tofts, ontelle sore Dec 10. coi 
Troms, yh Stanton St Quinton, Wilts, Wheelwright. Nov 21. Clark and 
Voenmn, Was WILLIAM, Peterborough, Grocer. Dec 31. Percival and Son, Peter- 


bs’ — ama Rev Davip, Newmarket, Flint, Clerk. Nov 21. Davies Roberts, 
— (Gazette, Nov. 10.) 


Aaepee, EpMUND, High st, Acton, Stationer. Dec 24. Brown, Lincoln’s inn 

2. 

aco RoBERrt, Hoon Hay, Marston on Dove, Derby, Gent. Dec 24. Sale and 
1 Derby 


tea | Barmicx, Satis. Rochester, ~. ; Lg ye oy ge Clarkson and Co, 
ng, Ge. SURES tnt, Bot Manin, Ds 
Brownlow, WILLIAM een Kingston upon Hull, Shipowner. Dec 10. 
Jackson anil Son, Hul 

Cuacrss Grou Union rl an Gcat’ Dec a Gorhan and’ Warner, Toa- 


Canpus, comm, Soutien ton, Gent. Dec12. Pearce and Os, a ele 

Dec Bow lings Axwe Hiazap Es: a, St a _— ” 

31. Ww. an Sex S' Tan 

CoGHILL, CAROLINE Marky, Cheltenham. Dec12. De Morgan, Stone bldgs, Lin- 

coln’s inn 

Doveras, CHARLES, Lucknow, India, Esq. Dec 10. Freeman and “othamley, 

Queen st, Cheapside 

ELLERBY, ROBERT, Salton, York, Gent. Dec9. Simpson, Malton 

Franks, JaMEs, Litton. Somerset, Yeoman. Dec9. Welsh and Son, Wells 

a Wriitas, Northoote rd. Bateerses, Beer Retailer. Dec 5. Kempster, 
wer Kenn n lan 

HUMPHRIES, Lg oo ws Ey Worcester, Agricultural Machine Manufacturer. 
Dec 1. E ‘ace, 

KyieuT, ROBERT VALENTINE Joun, Blackheath rd, Greenwich, Esq. Dec 28. 

Hill an4 Co, Old Broad st 


LuioypD, WILLIAM, T fron, Flint, Gent. Dec 3i. Birch and Chester 
MANSFIELD, JOHN, atenhill, Stafford, Publican. Dec 10. , Burton on 
Angel ct 


Trent 
Mansir, ROBERT BROWNING, Walcot Kenstemten. Da Dr an 31. W: 
. W: Somerset, Deo 
Marks, DivaH, Winsham, Somerset. Ly Lukis, 





i 


THOMAS, Barnes, 8 Surrey, Donaldson, Bedford row 
RaDMALL, JOHN, ‘Sremley, Kent, "Provision Merchant. Dec6. Hubbard and Co, 


Cannon st 
—. FRANCES, Blackheath, Kent, Baker. Dec 15. Ingoldby and Buckley, 


ROBINSON, ON, JAMES, Sheffield, Brickmaker. Feb?. Wake and Co, Sheffield 
SaiTH, JOSEPH, Bow rd, Bow, Gent. Decil. Watson and Co, Bouverie st, Fleet 


ernaD, eee. Leeds, Cloth Merchant. Jan 14. pe Co, Leeds 

STRAKER, JO he aN, Stagshew House, Northumberland, Esq. Dec 31. heh and 

WEaR, ius Hesham N umberland. Dec 31. Clayton and Gibson, Newcastle 
upon Tyne 

Wits, Ann, Bath. Dec 14. Bowerand Co, Dream's tides, Cheneery be 

Woop, FREDERICK WILLIAM SEEKERSON, The Orchard, East Peckham, E-4. Jan 


12. McMillin, Bloomsb 
Yates, GEORGE. my te near Preston, Lancashire, Farmer. Jan 2. Oppen- 
{ Gazette, Nov. 12.) 


heim and S Malkin we diel Helen's 8 
ALLEN, CHARLES, Tredegar sq, Bow, Wholesale Confectioner. Dec. 29. Cooke, 
sane a ELEANOR, Woodberry Grove, Stoke Newington. Dec.31. Mee, 
Ry Ae Josuva, Austin Friars,Secretary. Dec. 31. Mee, Great 
ATHERIY, CHglerorirn, Arnold, Nottingham, Framesmith. Dec. %. Burton 


BARBER, GABRIEL PowWELL, Stoke Newington rd, Gent. Dec. 31. Naunton and 
ane uae, Rawdon, Guiseley, York, Esq. Dec. 21 Rawson and Co, 
ee Rowland, High st 


—— Joun, Croydon, Surrey, Builder. Dec. 31, 





a Semen, Sheek of, Piccadilly, Tobacconist. Dec. 20. Coe and Beet- 

olme, tre 

Coxon, ALFRED, p ct, Tem Barrister at Law. Nov. 30. Prideaux and 
Sons, Goldsmith's Hall pie, 


, PHILIP STEPHEN, Countess rd, Kentish Town, Gent. Dec. 2. Cole and 
qrenem, Hysex 4, Semana Ramsbottom, Lancaster, Doctor of Medicine. Dec 
Gseeon, Iapee, Heskineton Linesin Gen Gent. Dec. 1._ Holdich. Sleaford 
Gypeees, peast. = Northumberland, Esq. Dec. 16. Crossman and Oo, 
Hgrrenstay, Tuomas, Leeds, Spindle Maker. Dec. 31. Ford and Warren, 


JONES, Ween, Westen Super Mare, Surgeen. Dec 19. Smith and Son, 
Weston super 
BOORRRAGE, Hveux, Bradford, Yorks, Stuff Merchant. Jan 15. Killick and Co, 


Bradf 
aeuasees. JouN James, Gloucester, Gent. Dec. 7. Smith, Westgate chbdrs, 
Navion, HaRarer, Wivelisoombe, Somerset. Deo, 31. Woodroffe, Great Dover 


dninas, Sir Hane ARRY SiEMH, G.C.M.G., K.C.B., Pekin, China, Dee. 16. Price 

ILLIPS, JAMES, Duncombe mi, Hornsey Rise, Gent. Deo. 3. Howard and 
Swak, William Whawcit, Blackhoath, Kent, Job Masters. Deo. it, Greenop 
TyCKEn, ex, Hinxnr, Buoys, Stortford Herts, Retired Corn Merchant. Jan. 1. 


ao, RS 





Ramsbury 
Rupp, Sanvnt, Grimstone, Norfolk, Limeburner. Jan 1, Partri and Co, 
King’s Lynn Mee 


Peterborough 
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W114, Peterborough, Grocer. Deo, 31. Percival and Son, Peter- 

bp, SOREN, Woburn, Beds, Esq. Dec. 28, Moodie and Mills, Basing- 
Watwom, Water, Burstow, Surrey, Chemist. Dec. 25. Lewis and Sons, 
a. Sir , Gordon sq. Dec, 12. Davidson and Morriss, Queen 


Warrruree Rowmpe, Manchester, Gum Manufacturer. Dec. 14. Crofton and 
Craven, Mancheste: 
[ Gazette, Nov. 17. 








SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


Nov. 23.—Messrs. FLETCHER & & Oo at 167, Fenchurch-street, Pictures (see 
advertisement, this week. page 
Nov. 25.—Messrs. Epwin Fors y Dovsswn, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold 


Properties (see advertisement, nae 7, 
Nov. 27.—Messrs. JONES, LANG, & 


£ ite Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold Ground- 
rent (see advertisement, Nov. 7, Dp. et 





BIRTHS. 
Pagatan. .—Nov. 16, at Lound Hill, Louth, the wife of H. F. V. Falkner, solicitor, 


FarrRan.—Nov. 12, at Stag’s End, Hemel Hempstead, Herts, the wife of Charles 
F. Farran, barrister-at-law, of a son. 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


THE BANKRUPTCY ACT, 1883, 
Frmay, mer, 13, I ag 


RECEIVING 
sj, Fey Coventry, Watchmaker. poo Pet Nov 9. Ord Nov 9. 


Booty ae Stubbington, Landport, Hampshire, Bootmaker. Portsmouth. 
Ord Nov 9. Exam Noy 30 

fnson, George William, Middlesborough, Innkeeper. Stockton on Tees and 

Siaehe. Pet Novii. Ord Novi1i. Exam Nov 18 


Robert, Ma ley, Derbys Provision Deal Derby. Pet N 
‘a Lo ~ » c neeerentennepbangelenngtietenn 
B Isaac, Dudley, Worcestershire, Chain Maker. Dudley. Pet Nov6. 


Oa hor 8. Exam Nov 24at 11 
Royce, John Raymond, Thomas st, Limehouse, Timber Merchant. p. h Court, 
et Nov 11. Ord Novii. Exam Dec 16 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn 
Boyton, John, and Co, Broad st bldgs, Printers. High Court. Pett ot 23. Ord 
Nov9. Exam Dec 16 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
per, William, Coventry, Jeweller. Coventry. Pet Nov 10. Ord Nov 10. 
Exam Nov 30 
a Adolphine Victorine, New Bond st, Milliner and Dressmaker. High 
ourt. Pet Nov9. Ord Noy 11. Exam Dec 16 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Danie Charles Y ag wh Victoria st, Contractor. h Court. Pet Sept 18. 
ov10. Exam Dec 16 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fiel 
ey, John, Ds Doncaster, Farmer. Sheffield. Pet Ni Nov 11. Ord Nov 11. Exam 


Dimbleby, John, Northampton, Tailor. Northampton, Pet Nov9. Ord Nov 9. 


Dees, John Chriptopher, Long Orendon, nr Thame, Farm Bailiff. Oxford. 
Pet Nov 5. Ord Nov5. Exam Nov 26 at 11.30 

Fletcher, Joseph Smith, Leeds, Publisher. Leeds. Pet Nov 11. Ord Nov 11. 
Exam Dec 1 at 11 


tov James, Hope under Digmose, Herefordshire, Mason. Leominster. Pet 


wan &. Exam N aS 
Seu illiam Tetesten st. North Kensington, Coac'! uilder. 
High Court. Pet Oct 8. Novii. Exam Dec 18 at iL, at 34, Lincoln’s inn 


yon Op Brighton, Jeweller. Brighton. Pet Nov 9. Ord Nov. 9. 


Groocock, Charles, Haslope, Buckingham: 
et awe we ene, 


Grundy, George, pore, Lancashire, Grocer. Bolton. Pet Nov 10. Ord 
Nov 10. Exam Dec 7 
—_ Bradford, Hay Dealer. Bradford. Pet Novii. Ord Nov il. 


peace Matthew, Kirkgate, Wi 
“as he Exam Dec 17 kee akefield, Draper. Wakefield. Pet Nov 9 


a, Jacobus  « Seven Sisters’ rd, Finsbury pk, Ciyesoomenaee. 
Court. Pet Nov 10. Ord Novi0, Exam Dec 18 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’ 


Hotham, William Beaumont, Canes, Corn Merchent. Oxford. Pet Nov 9. 
ee Exam Nov 26 at 11. 


udsmith, J Cranmer, Stretford, nr Manchester, Gent Salford. Pet Oct 
13, Ord Nov 11. Exam Dec Sat 1 
Hadeon, J William, putty. iaduepe. Stourbridge. Pet Oct 16. Ord Nov 6. 


ov % at 3 
BY ad Seon peaeen, ¥ ks, Farmer. " . 
aoa wee. Sc ge orks, F; Scarborough. Pet Oct 26, Ord 
Albert Pren 


vont fe Grocer, Pembroke Dock. Pet Nov 
- Ord Nov 10. Exam Dec 2 at 12.20 at The Temperance Hall, Pembroke 


Lister, John, and William Macdonald, Whi " 
Pet Nov 10. Ord Nov ii. Exam Nov etis tehaven, Saddlers. Whitehaven. 


W: B df. N 
Mephah, ition, Bi radford, Coal duns, Bradford. Pet Nov 11. Ord 


Thomas J., Choriton-cum-Hardy, Lan 
et Oct 13. Gra Nov nr. ae. 


ie am f nn he 4 tity Croydon. Pet Nov 10. Ord Nov 
ruiterer. 

Norris, 5 a. Ord eed ‘Exam > al saediten on Tees and Middlesborough. Pet 

i, Ro oy School Proprietor. Kingston, Surrey. Pet Nov 10. 

Pocgre, Hava favant. Declatan Builder. Portsmouth. Pet Nov 9. Ord 


ov 11 
‘Nov? Ptr Staffordshire, Solicitor, Macclesfield, Pet Nov7. Ord 

’ 
Rushforth, J oseph, Bradford, Irontounder, Bradford, Pet Octas. Ord Nov 9. 


| oy te ee 





Saward. ~—_ William rittiom, Broudway, Essex, Butcher. eign Court. Pet Nev u 10, 
Sh rd Boy 0. 01a 8 EO Swan wri 3 oe ale Bales Live 1. Pes N 
01 omas, nr Liver iverpoo! ov 
2, Ord Noy it. Exam Nov 23 at 11 at Court House, Government bldgs, 
ie te > retool Pontypridd, Innkeeper. Pontypridd. Pet Nov 10 
Mary, Nantgarw, nr Pon 1 7 
Ord Nov 0, E Exam Dec 1 at 2 : 





bar ph g, Wright, Northampton, Draper. Northampton. Pet Oct 2%, 
Ord Nov ae 


eC 
oe mee, Bon Bolton, Hatter. Bolton. Pet Novi0. Ord Novi0. Exam 
ec 7 a! 

Thompson, Andrew, and John} William Thompson, Roseden, Northumberland, 
Farmers, Newcastle on Tyne. Pet Novi0. Ord Nov 10. Exam Nov 2% 

= ‘Toeeaae, Bartlett’s bldgs, Holborn circus, Jeweller. Fligh Court. Pet Noy 

rd Nov 9. Exam Dec 15 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Worsuse John Henry, Cardiff, Tailor. Cardiff. Pet Nov 10. Ord Nov 10, 
Exam Dec 10 at 2 

Walton, Thomas Tredw Southwark re rd, Bermondsey, Grocer. High 
Court. re Nov 9. Ord toc ec 15 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 

The following amended ded notice is xe stitatod Soe that ‘published i in the 
London Gazette of Nov 

Hough, John, Appleton, nr Widnes, Lancashire, Bi ookseller. Liverpool. Pet 
Nov4. Ord’Nov5. Exam Nov 19 at 11.30 at Court house, Government bldgs, 
Victoria st, Liverpool 


Frest MEETIN 
Adams, J. on, Goventez. Licensed Victualler. .™= 80 at 10.15. Edward Thomas 
P irson, Offi cial Receiver, J 17, Hertford st, Coventry 
Farmer. Nov 24at12. Public 


e! 

Allerton, Alexander Rice, Southchurch, 
Hall, Southend on Sea 

Atkins, Clement Stubbington. Lani ant, Hants, Boot Factor. Nov 23 at 12, 
Chamber of ere 145, Cheaps: 

Austin, Alfred, m, Onnbeiond, Clogger. Nov 2iati2. 67, Duke st, 

Whitehaven ’ 

Tr Robert, Ma appericy, Devbyshine, Provision Dealer. Nov 20 at 12, 

fficial ‘Receiver, § ~t. ames’s chbrs, . | 
Barlow, Thomas, 8 eld, Surveyor’s Olerk. Nov 23 at 11.30. Official Receiver, 
Figtree lane, Shonen d 

Barnes, wiles em, Beeston, Nottinghamshire, Painter. Nov 20 ati2. Official Re- 
onvet, 1 High pavement Nottingham 
Cairns, ‘Adam ertown, Essex, ngineer. Nov 20at2. 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 


inn 

Careswell, Emma 5, Ki Newent, Gloucestershire, Hotel Keeper. Nov 21 at 2. 
Official Receiver: 15 15. -% st, Gloucester 
Caton. Richard, Blac’ Lancashire, Cabinet Maker. Nov 20 at 3.30. Official 
Receiver, Ogden’s = ore, Bridge st, Manchester ; 

Cog er, William, Coventry, Jeweller. Nov 30at11. Edward Thomas Peirson, 

cial Receiver, 17, Hertford st, Suey 
Davies, James, Erdington, A, Birmingham, Commission Agent. Nov 24 at 11. 
cial Receiver, Birmingha: 

Dodwell ¥. ohn Cisiatopher, lene Crendon, nr Thame, Farm Bailiff. Nov 25 at 
3. ial Receiver, 1, St Alistee, Oxford 

Exley, ‘Ormond and William E Heckmondwike, Yorks, Tailors. Nov 20 at 


cial Receiver, Bank ty tley 
Gt Wakering, Essex, Grocers. Nov 


cee Charles Tucker, and John H, 
24at11. Public Southend on 

Fleming, Francis Anderson, North rd, Highgate, Corn Dealer. Nov 20 at 12. 
33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Fox, James, Hope under Dinmore, Herefordshire, Mason. Nov 21 at12.30, Offi- 
cial Recetvar t 2, Offa st, Hereford 

Goutie, Ars bald, Hereford, Tailor. Nov 21 at2.15. Official Receiver, 2, Offa st, 


refo! — 7 
—— Morris, Brighton, Jeweller. Nov 23at3. Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal 
st, London 
Guay, George, Farnworth, Lancashire, Grocer. Nov 24 at 11.30. 16, Wood st, 


Harnott, George William, Commercial rd, Peckham, Firewood Merchant. Nov 
25 at 12. 33, ya st, Lincoln’s inn 
oy Joseph, Birmingham, Draper. Nov 20 at 11. Official Receiver, Bir- 


Hepworth, Matthew, Wakefield roe Penper. Nov 20 at 1.30. Official Receiver, 
Southgate chbrs, Southgate Wak 
Lewis, Daniel, Tanaell vale Blackeath, Tobacconist. Nov 20 at 11. Official 


Receiver, 109, Victoria st, 
arsh, omas, Sk elm: Lancashire, Plumber. Nov 28 at 8. Official Re- 
ceiver 85, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Mitchell, Joseph, sen., Ossett Yorks, , Rag Merchant. Nov 20 at 3. Official Re- 
ceiver, "Bank chbrs, “Bath ley 

Niblett, Gocege Edward, Cheltenham, out of business. Nov 21 at 4.30, County 
Court, itenham 


0" Che! 

Osborn, William Philip, The Pavement, C ephem Common, Hairdresser. Novy 20 
at 3. Official Receiver, 109, Victoria st, stminster 

Pontin, s Goorne, Havant, Hants, Builder. Nov 30 at 2.30. Official Receiver, 166, 

ueen rtsea 

anne Byfieet Charles, Brockley, Kent, Nurseryman. Noy 23 at 3. Official 
Receiver, 109, Victoria st, Westmins 

Betas, Thomas, Leek, Staffordshire, Solicitor. Nov 24 at11.15. George Hotel, 


Smith, William Wright, Northampton, Draper. Nov 24 at 3. County Court 

bldgs, Northampton 

Stepponean, Heany, Bolton, Lancashire, Hatter. Nov 24 at 10. 16, Wood st, 

olto’ 

Thompson, Apivew, and John William Thompson, Roseden, Northumberland, 
Farmers. Dec 5 hy 11. Official Receiver, Pink lane, Newcastle on Tyne 

sbury, Yorks, out of business. Nov 20 at 10. Official 
Receiver, Ban en Batley 

Thorpe, J ohn, on St, Lace Joantactanee. Nov 23 at 11. Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Portugal st, Li ’s inn tield 

Moe Frank Harvey, Peterborough, Solicitor. Dec 7 at 11.45. County Court, 


Ward, Walter, and Ellis Ward, Bradford rd, Dewsbury, Woollen Manufacturers. 
Nov 23 at 3. ’ Official Receiver, Bank chbrs, Batley 

Whitehead, David Henry, John st, Edgware rd, Ironmonger. Nov 20 at 11. 33, 
Carey st, ‘Lincoln’s inn 





DJUDICATIONS. 
Am, Tom Beith, High Fields," Yorks, Farmer. Kingston upon Hull. Pet 
23. Or 
Aust, Ae, Frizington, Cumberland, Clogger. Whftehaven, Pet Nov 7. 
r ov i 
Baneests, Fok Probert, Mapperley, Derbyshire, Provision Dealer. Derby. Pet Nov 


Batty, beans Sheffield, Grocer. Sheffield. Pet Oct 23. Ord Nov 9 
Bi <a » Dudley, Worcestershire, Chainmaker. Dudley. Pet Nov 6. 


Ord 
Brennan, John, Oldham, Lancashire, out of business. Oldham. Pet Oct 15. 
att, "spas Tailor. Wells. Pet Oct 9%, Ord Nov 10 
Conell faa James baker Graham Bou Gout Southport Lancashire, Newspaper Pro- 


ogg 2 eet Willians etch Geol k, and Henry Hepwortl 1 4 
00 00: an worth, Liverseage 
Yorks, Woollen ee ge Dewsbury. Pet Oct 22. Tord Nov noe: 
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Darioss 3 Jameq, Bevington, Warwickshire, Commission Agent. Birmingham. 
Ellis, Henry Elford, Hendon, Middlesex, Builder. Edmonton, Pet Oct2. Ord 


11 
Fagan, George Henry William, Croydon, Colonel. Croydon. Pet Aug 10. Ord 


No 
Fox, “James, Hope, under Dinmore, Herefordshire, Mason. Leominster. Pet 


Nov 9 
France, Walter, Huddersfield, Farmer. Huddersfield. Pet Oct 24. Ord Nov 9 
Green, Unsworth, Sal y hall ct, Cannon st, Wine Merchant. High 
Court. Pet Sept17. Ord Nov 
Grundy; rge, Farnworth, Lancashire, Grocer. Bolton. Pet Nov 10. Ord 
ov 


Harrison, William, Bradford, Hay Dealer. Bradford. Pet Nov 11. Ord Nov 11 
Howlett, a, Snettisham, Norfolk, Shopkeeper. King’s Lynn. Pet Oct 29. 


Hudson, William, Derby, Innkeeper. Stourbridge. Pet Oct 16. Ord Nov9 
Jemeoe, Samuel, Peterborough, Currier. Peterborough. Pet Oct 15. Ord 


v9 
Jones, Thomas Gilfach Goch, Glamorganshire, Builder. Cardiff. Pet Nov 3. 
NOV 
Lawson, James, Canning Town, Essex, Baker. High Court. Pet Feb 21. Ord 


Nové 
Marea Prendergast, Haverfordwest, Grocer. Pembroke Dock. Pet Nov 
1 
ge, The Thomas, Skelmersdale, Lancashire, Plumber. Liverpool. Pet Nov 6. 
vi 
Marshall, William, ee Coal Merchant. Bradford. Pet Nov 11. Ord Nov 11 
Norris, James, viet Nov i. », Destam. Fruiterer. Stockton on Tees and Middles- 
Pet Nov 10. Ord Nov 10 


enchurch st, Surveyor. High Court. Pet Oct 13. Ord Nov 11 
orem "George Havant, Hants, Builder. Portsmouth. Pet Nov9. Ord —_ 11 
Postlethwaite, sdiaran Carlisle, Draper. Carlisle, Pet Oct 17. Ord Nov 
Robbins, Richard, and Edward Bloxsome, Launceston, Cornwall, Boot Makers. 
East Stonehouse. Pet Oct 14. Ord Nov9 
Galler, Avabrose Lupus, Pendlebury, Lancashire, Tailor. Manchester. Pet Nov 


. me Y ieee, Bolton, Lancashire, Hatter. Bolton. Pet Nov 10. Ord 
oe, We William Henry, Cheltenham, Cabinet Maker. Cheltenham. Pet Nov 4. 
Veet, Frank Harvey, Peterborough, Solicitor. Peterborough. Pet Nov 7. 
Vien, Thomas well, Southwark Park rd, Bermondsey, Grocer. High 


Tred 
W. oo Toke Geer Ord Bion 6 Abery h, Cardiganshi Captain in th 
mye, ohn corge ‘atric’ the 
ia. Aberystwith. ast Oct 14. eines * 


Derbyshire Militi 
RECEIVING ORDER RESOINDED. 


McDowall, John, jun, Gainsford st, ss rsely: Shipbuilder. h Court. 
Receiving Ord Nach 25 Rescis Nov 6 enw oe 


TUESDAY, Nov. 17, 1985. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. . 
Aird, David Alf red, Elm ct, Temple, Barrister at Law. h Court. Pet Nov 
12.’ Ord Nov 12. Exam Jan i3 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn felts 
Benson, George William, Gt Portland st, Vpgunast. h Court. Pet Nov 12. 
ov 12. Exam Jan 13 at 11 at 34, Lineoln’s 





x. John, Derby, Machinist. Derby. Pet “Nov 8. Ord Nov 14 Exam 
Boult, Philip Frederick, and William Jam eg Feston, t Yarmouth, Fish 
Merchants. Gt Yarmouth. Pet Nov 12. Ord Novi2. Exam Dec 14 at 2.30 at 
wane, Gt Yarmouth 
Bubb, George, Cheltenham, Grocer. Cheltenham. Pet Nov 13. Ord 
Nov im xam Dec 11 at 12 


Crane. Howard James, Felixstowe, Satu, out of business. Ipswich. Pet Nov 
14. Ord Nov 14. Exam Dec 17 at 
Doakin Dorothy, New Bond st, Milliner h Court. Pet Nov 13. Ord Nov 
Exam Dec i8 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s ina ftds 
Downie, Geor; ran Deo 18 ab och, Aldermanbu h Court. Pet Novi2. Ord Nov 
18 at 11 at 84, Livcoln’s is fan fiel 
8t Leonard’s = Ses, Boarding Housé Keeper. Hastings. 
2 Oni No ovi2, Exam D 
Walter, North yo Norfolk, Stonemason. Ipswich. Pet Nov 11. 
Ord Novit. Exam Dec 17 at 11 
Gisbons, Alfred, . Yeovil, Somerset, Dairyman. Yeovil. Pet Nov12. Ord Nov 
. William ecaay, Shrewsbury, Brewery Agent. Shtewsbu Pet Nov 
1%. Ord Nov 13. Exam Dec 14 at 12.30 at Shirehall, Shrewsbury - 
Goldstein, Morris, Cheapside, Jeweller. High Court. Pet Novis. Ord Nov 13. 
Exam Dec 18 at 11 «t 31, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Cauihrie, Charles Seton ‘James Lister, Bolton st, Fooly, ae. 
Court. Pet Oct 27. Ord Nov ii. Exam Dec 18 at 11 at 34, 
aXe . pity, Be Batley, Yorks, Commission Agent. Dewsbury. Pet Nov138. Ord 
sy Herbert, Bemdtord, Dorsetshire 
Ses ovi4. Ord Nov 14. inkam Dec 8 ut 2-99 at County Hal, Dorchester « 
m, Edward, Boston, Lincolnshire, Coal Merchant. Gt Ganda Pet 
aor 13. Ord Nov18. Exam Dec 2 at 11 at Towntcall Grimsby 
William _Jcshua, Heywood, Cotton _- l Bolton. Pet 
bi + Hey, M4.’ Bxam peat at 11.90 
Kellet ward, Manchester, ~ +> ah Manufacturer. anchester. 
Oona. Ord Nov 12. Exam'Deo 3 at sn emiatoes 


lawson, William Fichard, Libeston, Derbyshire, Boot Dealer. Derby. Pet Nov 


Ord Nov 13. Exam 0 
William, Hoxton st. Court. Pet Nov 3. Ord Nov 13. Exam Dec i? 


Lee, 
at 11.30, at t 34, Lincoln’ 8 inn fields 


ohn W., Queen Victori Wine Merchant. High Court. Pet N 
port Nov 12, Beo if ab iat 4 Lincoln's inn fields o siagehtes 
Warrington Peon nt Ord Noy i2, Exam 10at 2 = % 


Merchant’ Auabieee William, Bath Ironmonger’s Assistant. Bath. Pet Nov 14. 
ilner, Joseph Al N ham . , 
., cen Nov 18. PS fortingham , Furniture Remover. Nottingham. Pet 

Nicholson, Charles, Gosport, Eeockive, Plumber. Portsmouth. Pet Nov 13. 
Ord Nov 13. Exam Nov 30 


Ogilvy John pent Lancaster, No occupation, Brighton. Pet Oct 29. Ord Nov 
Bixam Dee 8 at 12 
Pete, ary Ww Sussex, Market Gardener. Brighton. Pet Nov 


oi Exam Dec 8 at 12 
Pesos, 3 yy Baker, Ohelmsford. Pet Nov 18, Ord Novis, 


"Bigs Court. Pot Novis. Ord Nov bee bos Deo fs ee at Linoste' hus 


Kiewit 


meg, Eonar — 
wig Bs an 12 oe 1, at cgin'sina 


Tyler, W. 


Sepend James, ‘ames, Egham, Coachbuilder. Kingston, Surrey. Pet Nov ii. Ord Nov 
1 Dec 4 at 3.30 


hor, Dovid. Mossinghem, Bradford, Grocer. Bradford. Pet Nov 11, Ord 
od gues, Henry. Coventry, Watch Manufacturer. Coventry. Pet Novi3. Ord 


Court. Pet Oct 10. Ord Nov 


Court. Pet Oct 14. Ord Nov 
12 Ween Dee 8 ct it. icing lane, Merchant. 


Var! ley. spoceph E Huddersfield, Licensed Victualler. Huddersfield. Pet Nov 12. 


Exam Dec 7 at 11 


White, John George, Rowde, Wilts, Builder. Bath. Pet Novi4. Ord Nov 14. 


Wiltinson, Thomas, Stockton on Tees, Curfier. 
wens Pet Nov 13. Ord Nov i. oak Nov 


E Dec 10 at 11.30 
iins — tines Tees and Middles- 


wis, and William @, Dolgelley. M pctonstinchice, Auc- 
tioneers. Aberystwith. BON. Onl Nov 12. Exam Dec 4 at 
Wray, Francis, and George Walker, Cardiff, Builders. Cardiff. Pet Oct 28. Ord 
Nov 10. Exam Dec 10at 2 
First MEETINGS. 
Aim, J cin. b Gagve peak Soe ter, Grove park, Le Les, Builder and Contractor. Nov 24. 
At i “onus William, erties AS . Nov 2% at 11.30. Ofi- 
cial Receiver, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 


yy oo 7 am, Isaac, Netherton, Worcestershire, Chainmaker. Nov 24at10. Offi- 


iver, Dudley 


Bostock, a Derby, Machinist. Nov 27 at 3.30. Official Receiver, St. James’s 


chbrs, 


Crane, Howard James, Felixstowe, Sutelt, out of business. Nov 27 at 12. Offi- 


cial Receiver, 2, Westgate st, Ipswic! 


, John, Doncaster, Farmer. Nor 24 at 11. Official Receiver Bridge st, 
ee 


Eastes, Charlotte. St. Leonards on Sea, Boarding House Keeper. Nov 25 at 2. 
Official eg Toyebel chbrs, Hastings 

Fawn, Geo! Cavendish rd, Brondesbury, Stone Agent. Nov 26 at 12. 33, 
Fletcher, Joseph Smith, Leeds, lately Publisher. Nov 25 at 11, Official Re- 
ceiver, St. Andrew’s chbrs, 2° Park row, Leeds 

Ceseeet, walter, North Lopham, Norfolk, Stone Mason. Nov 12 at 1. Magis- 


Senieon, ca Tog Hay Dealer. Nov 2% at 3. Official Receiver, 31, 
Manor row, B: 
meen, <e James, Hig! Notting ouse Furnisher. Nov 25 at 11. 
’s hy fields 
ictualler. Nov 24 at2.30, Talbot Hotel, 


hill gate 
st, Lincoln 
Hudson, ¥ ‘aah Bovengal se 18 Vv: 


B.-; a mide’ Aberys' ae  Setenaen, Coal Merchant. Nov 24 at 1. 
‘Coun: Court br Abe: 
Jones, Thomas, Gilfach Goch, ger Builder. Nov 26 at 12. Official 


Croc’! 
om Joan Heywood, Lancashire, Cotton Spiuner. Nov 28 at 10.30. 


Jones. William 
16, Wood st, Bolto 

Knights. Jesh, ; rd, Holloway, Licensed Victualler. Nov 26 at 2. 
Bankr cme . Portugal st, Lincoln's inn fields 

Krom: enry Herman, Direingbann, Galvanizer. Nov 27 at 11. Offi- 
cial een, ‘Birmingham 

La William Richard, Ilkeston, Der' , Boot Dealer. Nov 27 at 2.90. 
Offi pte ah, St. James’s chbrs. Der 


ergast, eS San Grocer. Nov 25 atil. Official Re- 

joel Gina Macdonald, Whitehaven, Saddlers. Nov 26at3. 67, 

but Ww, Penketh, nr War Chemical Maker. Nov 26 at 
sha fficial “Peter Bally, Pen Vine™ 

Marshall, bp Bradford, Coal Merchant. Nov 25 at 10.30. Official Receiver, 


1, Manor 
Mitier, J cha, - Cardi, Auctioneer. Nov 2% at 3. Official Receiver, 3, Crockherb- 


Ogi. ohn Bruce, Ls Lancaster, no occupation. Nov 26 at 3. Official Receiver, 
8 
Parr, Frank, Walton, soncechize, Bootmaker. Nov 25 at 3. Official Receiver, 


Pat Gissoria st, Liveepoo 
ay Sum, Market Gardener. Nov 27 ati2. Official 
Fuse, 5 of, Hind , Baker. Nov at 1. Public Hall, Southend 
Phipps. et. Condit Fish Salesman. Nov 26 at 11.90. Official Receiver, 3, 
Proctor, Themes Coledonten a York rd, King’s Cross, out of business. Nov 
%atii. 33, Carey at, coln’s inn 
Reichfeld, fein” Gackt tne rd, Tailor. Dec 2at 11, 33, Carey 
nn 
oner, Lam London st, Greenwich, Confectioner. Nov 25 at 3. Official Re- 


Westminster 
rd, Ironfounder. Nov 25 at 11.30. Official Receiver, 


Lewis, Albert, 
Lees a 


Roberts, H 

| nouinen, soe 
31, Manor row, Breiten 

Smith, Mary, Nan , nr Pontypridd, Innkeeper. Nov 2 at 12. Official Re- 


ceiver, Merthyr 
8 » Le. Comaneveial sd Bast, Fine Art Publisher, Nov 2 at 11. Bankruptcy 
Portugal st, Lincoln’s 


wt id, Manni: -—— Nov 26 atil. Ojicial Receiver, 
or aay, 
win, Williton, Somerset, Baker. Nov % at 12.30, Egremont Hotel, 
geoph, Haddereficld, Licensed Victualler. Nov 26 at 3, Official Re- 


vectven,N ‘New Se Ry 
Mo ty Hammersmith, Merchant. Nov 25ati2. Bankruptcy 


in’s inn fields 
Wealver, Bi ay Willis, dpcoln's inn Cabinetmaker. Nov 30 at 11. Official Re- 
seliity Acate Frederick Arthur, Norfolk crescent, fe pk, Clerk in 
foly Orders. ov 9 atil. Bankruptcy bidgs, Portugal st, ’s inn fields 
ApJUDICATIONS, 
Adams, Sohn, on % Coventry. Nov 9. Gnd Bor | 12 
wy: Lancuahite Land Agent, ton. Pet Oot ond 


ej Ystnes he of Wit Got Newport and Ryde, Pet 
Sea @ Wilting, Middlesborough, Middigbargagh, Innkeeper. Stockton on Tees and 
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Swen William James, Ggpdes rough, Draper. Lincoln. Pet Oct1. Ord Nov 3 
Careswell. Emma Mary, 


Newent, Gloucester, Hotel Keeper. Gloucester. _ Pet 
Nov7. Ord Nov 13 
= pm hard, Weveediie, Lancashire, Bootmaker. Preston. Pet Oct 17. 


Cooper, Tienes William, and Alfred Couper, Ay 5 ang ba Clerkenwell, Watch 
Manufacturers. High Sot, Pet Oct 26. 


Doig, Stuart, Whitecha High net Pet Oct 16. Ord Nov 13 


ord, William, Halifax, Solicitor. — Pet Sept 24. Ord Nov 14 
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The Subscription to the Souicrrons’ Jovrnat te—Town, 268. ; Country, 
288. ; with the Wrexty Reporter, 528. Payment in advance includy 
Double Numbers and Postage. Subscribers can have their Volumg 
bound at the office—cloth, 28. 6d., half law calf, 5s. 6d. 

























































Faster len. Charlotte, St. Le Leonard’s on Sea, g House Keeper. Hastings.| All letters intended for publication in the “ Solicitors’ Journal’? must }, 
et Nov 12. Ord Nov . 
Exley, Ormond, and W: William Exley, Heckmondwike, Yorks., Tailors. Dewsbury. authenticated by the name of the writer. =—— 
et Nov r 13 

se ~ 4-7 - e ‘Monkwell st, Manufacturer. High Court. Pet Oct 20. Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the Journal with regulari' 

Garnett, ‘Wiliiem Stawell, Liverpool, Cattle Salesman. Liverpool. Pet Sept 24. in the Country, it is requested that application be made direct to th 

Genre |All —eautee, North Lopham, Norfolk, Stonemason. Ipswich. Pet Nov 11. Publisher. 

rd Novt 

— William, Henry, Shrewsbury, Brewery Agent. Shrewsbury. Pet Nov | = 
1 rd Nov 

Hanks, Herbert, Blandford, Dorsetshire, Closed Upper Maker. Dorchester. WEA 
Pet Nov 14. Ord Nov ’ ” CONTENTS. ident 

Lister, Johr, and William Macdonald, Whitehaven, Saddlers. Whitehaven. acc 
Pet Nov 10. Ord Nov | a a fair W 

Te George iow, Cheltenham, out of business. Cheltenham. Pet Nov | CURRENT TOPIOS ..-.00.000-seseesees 55 | Ford v. Miescke-ccccc -- sees sscece r 

ovi ; 

Sibel, aoe, Boater. Plumber. Portsmouth. Pet Nov13. Ord Nov 13 anne ie fn het} sad | Ex parte Midworth...... soe . 

Nosh. Robert_Phillips, 7 rd, St John’s Wood, Financial Agent. igh | UNDER THE TWENTY-FOURTH SEO- | Banxkruproy CAsEs :— M 
Court. Pet Dec 4. Ord Nov TION OF THE WILLS ACT?........ 57 | Ex parte Robarts, re Gillespie.. Re 
arfect, George, Earlsfield rd, Wintinent common, Builder. Wandsworth. | 7 ,wyrr GaNDIDATES .. -.... 58 Ex parte Fenton, In re Sissludy @ unprep 
Pet Sept 14. Ord Nov 12 | REVIEWS co seceesccesesccee es 60| CASES AFFECTING SOLICITORS : — Sah 

Pearse, Armine W.. East Molsey, Gent. High Court. Pet Sept 28. Ord Nov 13 | CoppespoNDENOE ..... #5.deows eseeee 60 | Mellor v. Thompson oo oe whic 

Pennock, William Henry, Scarborough, Bread Baker. Scarborough. Pet Oct 28. | Gass or THE WEEK :—_ BEES V. ROA 000. ccccerccccccses 6 Clerks 
Ord Nov 14 Court oF APPEAL — | Exxcrron Law :— 

ei pate Chapmangate, Pocklington, Drillmaster. York. Pet Oct 31. Mogg v. Clark .-...sssc2.0 esos 61 | In the matter of the jote Lonfes stand « 

a ~ p William Wright, Northampton, Draper. Noithampton. Pet Oct 28. Beckett & Oo, baling spe = 61 | parte Mark Wilks re oe 6 7 "the 

r J N cocvcccces e 

Sperges. L. ; Commercial 1d East, Fine Art Publisher. High Court. Pet Oct 28. in ne Anne ant Pezston Smelt- “ ot yee tn ae 7 N. RTH 
Ord Nov 7 ing and Rolling Works........ 61 | NEW ORDERS, &c 6 NO 

Piroud. Semmes, Egham, Coachbuilder. Kingston, Surrey. Pet Nov 11. Ord Bosrath 7. Witte ».-cao-.. ey gy | OBITUARY 6 fer. ] 

ov USTICE :— : 

Tages, Dovid, Manningham, Bradford, Grocer. Bradford. Pet Nov 11. Ord py ty oe Rigg. 62 | po k= eal a 4 applice 

CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. ....- a ' 

Thomas, James Vinson, Cardiff, Coal Shipper. Cardiff. Pet July 14. Ord Nov 13 pisigh vA Daan Estate . a | Prensa By &o., &c. . & the w 

a < Joseph, Dewsbury, Yorks, out of business. Dewsbury. Pet Oct 29. In re Clough, Bradford Banking | profess 

ens, _ Oe eanemen, Broadstairs, of no occupation. Canterbury. Pet Co. v. Cure .... titties 

ov9 
ew ~ Henry, Strand, Licensed Victualler. High Court. Pet Oct 20. WE 
ov , eae | 

Wallis, John, George, Brighton, Ironmonger. Brighton. Pet Oct 27. Ord Novi4 | *,* The Pubitsher requests that eurly application should be made by persm Satur 

White, John, George, Rowde, Wilts, Builder. Bath, Pet Nov 4. Ord Novi4 | desirous of obtaining back numbers of the Sotictrors’ JouBNAL, as only a smell This 1 

lacchoal copies remain on hand Jews 
Notices ro CoRRESPONDENTS.— Ail communications intended for pubdlicatwn | :- } sihle he uted : By th 
in the SoLictToRs’ JouRNAL must be authenticated by the name and address .{ | The Editor does not hold himsel, respon for the return of rejected commun. who | 
the writer. ations taken 
Jewis 
SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA | TRADE MARK. J NTE A R ABLE LETTER mant 
Arti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. : vote 
Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality | direc 
with the excess of fat extracted. ballo 
The Faculty pronounce it ‘* the most nutritious, per- 
fectly digestible beverage for Breakfast, a. or a ever" 
one, a imme ov) ~ —— — | Child ; - the } 
i commended by the entire ca! ress, 

Being without eugar, spice, or other admixture, it nite Stronger and more durable than any other Act 

#ll palates keeps for years in all climates, and is four 5 

t'mes the strength of COCOas THICKENED yet WEAKENED Letter Copying Books now made. rule 

with storch, &c., and IN REALITY CHEAPER than such | -. mad 

Mixtures. PRICE LIST UPON APPLICATION. 

Made instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful of vi 
vo a Breakfast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. — “ Je 

Sosoeemns. a ae vaeeent = the a eager ene } the 

cheapest Manilla Chocolate, and ma taken when 

ae _ fisher chocolate is prohibited, al + as WODDERSPOON & coO., Con 

n tins at 1s 8., 58. 6d., &c., by Chemists an 
sit Sa a 1 (Grocers. F ne ; HOWARD'S PATENT. 7, SERLE STREET, anv 1, PORTUGAL STREET, Cit 

arities on Special Terms e Sole Proprietor, .C. ‘ 

H. Scnweirzyer & Co., 10, ‘Adam-et. . Strand, London, W, LETTER COPYING BOOKS. LEROOLI'S TEN, WO ha 

PNP sL Mite SER t 
CITY of LONDON. NEW ORIENTAL BANK CORPORA- 
EDE AND SON ’ Valuable Freehold Guount-sont of £7815s per annum, TION (LIMITED). pre 
with Reversion to the Rack Rental in 35 years. ital—Auth £2,000,000; Paid £500,000 suf 
ROBE MAKER: ESSES. JONES, LANG, & G0 have | Capital—Authorised, £2,090,000; Paid-up, £500,000. per 
’ received instructions to > SELL, by AUCTION, London : 40, Threadneedle-street. 
at the MART, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., on FRIDAY,| BRANCHES and AGENCIES Edinburgh, Bom- of 
BY 6PECIAL APPOINTMENT, NOVEMBER 885, v8, the’ very valuable bay, Calcut }otens, Os sylon, Mauritius, Singapore, 
To Her Majesty ithe Teed Chancellor, the Whole of the | FREEHOLD GROUND-RENT of £78 15s., in one Hong Kong, Yokohama, Kobe, Nagasaki, 
Judicial Bench, Corporation of London, &c i Te .¥ 48. Mito the well-constra — Melbourne, and anghal, 
from Fore-street), . ‘the’ City of London, with the The Bank buys and sells Bills of Exchai noe, mele 
ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTE*! | reversion in 35 years to the rack sental, a at | telegraphic transfers, issues letters of credit Li 
ree Se the Value of about £300 per annu circular notes, forwards bills for collection, = 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. | apart iculars with p an and o¢ conditions of sale, le, can be | transacts banking and agency business generally. EB 
Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town Cler 8, | at the Mart, cnnt;’ | The Directors are receiving applications for 4 per 
¢ and Clerks of the Peace, I Architect, 50, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C. ; cent. Debentures in sums of £10 and upwards, th 
| Frank . mr & Sadler, gy ‘es, * Golden: upon the Freehold bank premises in the City of Ww 
CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY & CLERGY GOWNS | Sis » wie of iat tsa . Kin Gctreet, Lontion andelsewhere. « B 
ESTABLISHED 1689, — — ae wert - Creditors of the old Bank can obtain 3 per cent. B 
©4. CHANCERY Lab RB. JON" *. ers, Carvers an ders, and the Trade. | debentures for the balance of their claims. 
2 TuSSRS. FLETCHER & CU. will SELL Ww 
5 b CTI % 
[HE CHANCERY LANE SAFE DE | sons, ier, FENOHURGH STREET, on MONDAY | JQEVERSIONARY and LIFE INTE. L 
POSIT, 61 and 62, Chancery-lane, W.C. T, NOVEM R 28rd, and nineteen followin RESTS in LANDED or FUNDED PROPERTY a 
This Stronghold was formally Opened for Business | days, the FIN AL PORTION of their ETCHINGS, or other Securities and Annuities PURCHASED, or Loans h 
by the Lord Mayor on the 7th May, and the Public | PROOF ENGRAVINGS, P HOTOGRAVURES, and | or Annuities thereon granted, by the EQUITABLE RE- 
are now inyited (on presentation of card) to other Works of Art. The Collection contains their | VERSIONARY INTEREST BOCIETY (LIMITED), 10, t 
any of the Safes and srong Hocens which may remain | latest publications. | Lancaster-place, Waterloo Bridge, Strand. Estab 8 
particulars of reu when ba 7 ~ will furnish full| The Auctioneers would intimate to the trade that it | 1835. Capital, re .  Lnterest on Loans may be 
ters of ve the Dae of convenient : oe high va we hg at nominal pri 1 pri fee i es 8. CLAYTON Joint 
ent | sui igh-class works at nomina’ ces. On view 
Writing an and Waiting Rooms free of charge. day prior and mornings of - H. CLAYTON, ar Secretaries 





